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ABSTRACT 


The purposes of the present study were to determine whether or not 
there exists a relationship between the attitude of teachers toward the 
language laboratory, their professional preparation in its use, and the 
manner in which they use it. In addition, it was hoped that the study 
would reveal the nature of future pre-service and in-service programs 
in language laboratory techniques. 

The questionnaire used to obtain this information consisted of five 
parts which dealt with: the actual teaching situation of the teacher; 
the teacher's professional preparation and experience; the teacher's 
attitude toward the language laboratory as measured by the semantic 
differential scale; the manner and frequency of laboratory use, and 
general instructionally related information regarding laboratory use. 
Here teachers were also asked to indicate in-service topics of interest 
to them, and to make further suggestions with respect to the use of the 
language laboratory. 

Thirty-seven schools in 17 school districts and divisions were 
involved. From the 109 teachers qualifying for the survey, 91 completed 
questionnaires were obtained. 

On the basis of their ratings on the semantic differential scale, 
the teachers were divided into high, mid, and low attitude groups which 
reflected their orientation toward the language laboratory. 

With the exception of the type of in-service training in audio-visual 
methods and materials that the positive or high attitude teachers had 


completed, no relationship was found to exist between attitude and 


iv 


7 a , . 
son) to” tyertalte avin oh Gf S79" pa PAGE ent wseingry y's 
Ste Dukwos readme So Shard eta See sieewtad qitanolsaier « sabi 


i 
se am? Ab ros eee (edeteratote tia potivendol 


whe¢a vity stat hejon 2aw ?: Jyoattitts F) tom qeety ga iiv ake 


suns BG oeyTse- ety ene. '6- 9a alt 


ego tates crosesaigt 
iMarvedite. Shae aitwado at fnew vv Latterts 290p oft ‘ 
ats ls i idaugia atthe? Leitoa oet dttw sfeet) od 


“Fey B47 ; 


os 
—~ 
or 
a 
J 
7 
= 


‘ , 

. : i 
jeinser ad? <boredredee: ona wokiersqitg Leuvlreaterg 6 

| ? 

elstewen’ add (a) bavtieeom ca ete! rode! a¢eggent ae ligewesd , 

Lt ~Oer attrode) 26)¢oneane?? Sr <a att Paleo Cee 


Sradticvorial) urethregee. cottenreta: batgivi po eonios met: 
Seve has on, oh Se fe bh: Ageniia? of oSi—m 00 le ry oe. 
09-10 SD Vas, ml * sohep ea Rise. dn ltesgeus eltse2 velit “ie dl 

onal 
iit sip elvin busts miei. josie Vl % eige ley vont ' 


tsa tienes 060: SS PAT TOP Yb imp graf dae? Yt attomt 4 


£ ; | ; " a SenLvyc Sere Wee 


i daseaeia pearertas apne. is rr: Seni te? hoi) ‘bo Claas vf it i 


Ceara ha stale, wet W's resi a ont bey t at a 1) . ‘ 


ia pin Seibert eh pil? Lawye.2 acl nto ege eeuty ‘ 


ici dee sncdaide % 6h <9 ut? 34 oo ES atin gs it a re 


ss 


jets Fqadete: Avlehiong oes toa Waisenad al 6 ine 


professional preparation, between attitude and language laboratory use, 
and between professional preparation and language laboratory use. 
Teachers tended to use the language laboratory primarily for practising 
with the materials presented in class and for testing. In addition, the 
teachers did use the language laboratory, the majority of them regularly. 

The problems which teachers most frequently experienced in the 
language laboratory were: lack of time to prepare their own materials; 
lack of strategies for the effective preparation of aural-oral tests; 
lack of time to complete course objectives, and maintenance of class 
interest in laboratory practice. Poor maintenance of the equipment was 
perceived to be a problem although the language laboratories in this 
study were rarely out of order. 

In spite of the problems which teachers had experienced, they still 
felt that continued use of the language laboratory was justified, and 
that it helped students to learn French. Both pre-service and in-service 
training in language laboratory techniques were considered necessary. 

As topics for in-service, the teachers indicated particular interest in 
testing approaches, the preparation of laboratory materials, the 
technical and basic maintenance of the equipment, and the use of the 


language laboratory for individualized instruction. 
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Chapter I 
BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM 


Introduction 


A controversy surrounding the use of the language laboratory in 
second language teaching has continued for well over a decade 
(Ackerman, 1966; Hocking, 1966; Jarlett, 1971; Scravinicky, 1976). 
Because of the great variety, of language laboratory installations and 
the diverse manner in which they are used, attempts to evaluate their 
effectiveness have yielded contradictory results, many of them negative. 
Both the Keating Report (1963) and the Pennsylvania Study by Smith 
(1970) reported that the language laboratory generally proved ineffec- 
tive in contributing to the students’ achievement in their listening, 
speaking, and reading skills. In a study carried out in the province 
of Alberta, Touchette (1969) reported that the non-laboratory students 
scored higher on the 1966 audio-comprehension examination in French 30 
than did the laboratory students. However, the differences between the 
group means were not statistically significant and his research design 
was open to question. 

The results of these and similar studies are disconcerting as tens 
of thousands of dollars have already been spent on language laboratory 
installations in the secondary schools of Alberta. Most of these 
studies have concentrated on pupil performance, assuming as Ackerman 
(1966:5) suggests they appear to do, "that all teachers have similar 
attitudes toward the use of the laboratory and equal preparation both 


in its use and in foreign language instruction in general."' Many of 
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the studies have assumed that because there is a language laboratory in 
the school, it was being used as part of the program. 

Since none of the investigators in the studies cited previously 
sought to determine the attitudes of the teachers toward the language 
laboratory, their professional preparation in its use, the manner in 
which they actually used it, or their expectations of it, it is difficult 
to interpret the research findings with any degree of accuracy. Yet 
these same teacher factors are the very aspects which educators such as 
Ackerman (1966), Hocking (1966), Smith and Littlefield (1969), and 
Jarlett (1971) feel are so highly essential in any effective use of the 


language laboratory. 


Need for the Study 


A great deal of money has been spent on language laboratory instal- 
lations in Alberta high schools. Their contribution to second language 
instruction in this province is unknown at the present time. The 
present study, by assessing the actual use of the language laboratory 
and the attitudes of teachers involved in its operation, attempts to meet 
this problem. 

Given the monetary investment in language laboratory installations 
and that the only existing report with respect to the language laboratory 
in Alberta did not assess teacher attitude, professional preparation in 
laboratory use, or actual laboratory use, this study hopes to clarify 
these aspects of the problem. In addition, this study may provide 
teacher training institutions and school districts and divisions with 
some direction for pre-service and in-service training in language 


laboratory methods and materials. 
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Statement of the Problem 


The problem to be studied is whether teacher attitudes toward the 
language laboratory and their professional preparation in its use 
affect the actual implementation of the language laboratory in Alberta 


high school French programs. 


Purpose of the Study 


The purpose of this study is fourfold: 

1) to determine if there exists a relationship between the attitudes 
of teachers toward the language laboratory and their professional 
preparation Inui tS use; 

2) to determine if there exists a relationship between the attitudes 
of teachers toward the language laboratory and the manner in which they 
use it; 

3) to determine if there exists a relationship between the profes- 
sional preparation of teachers in the use of the language laboratory and 
the manner in which they use it, and 

4) to determine the nature of future pre-service and in-service 


programs in language laboratory techniques. 


Assumptions 


For the purpose of this study, it is assumed that: 
1. The teachers who responded to the questionnaire are in fact 


using the language laboratory to a degree which allows their assessment 


to be accurate. 
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2. The responses of the teachers in this study reflect the views 
of the total population approached. | 

3. Teachers understand that this survey is not an evaluation of 
the teachers who use the language laboratory, but an attempt to gather 
information about the factors related to language laboratory use. 

4. Teachers will reply according to their teaching situation for 


the whole school year. 


Design of the Study 


The sample consisted of 91 high school teachers of French in 
selected Alberta school districts and divisions which had high schools 
with audio-active-compare language laboratory installations. 

the teachers responded toa questionnaire consisting of five parts. 
These were: a) actual teaching situation; b) professional preparation 
and experience; c) the semantic differential attitude scale; d) manner 
of language laboratory use, and e) general information and suggestions 
for in-service. 

The semantic differential scale is frequently used to assess the 
differences between people in the connotative meaning (as opposed to the 
denotative or dictionary definition meaning) which they ascribe to a 
given symbol, word, or concept (Osgood, 1969:133). Second language 
teachers generally agree on what a language laboratory is, but how they 
react to it in terms of their attitudes or feelings is another matter. 

The semantic differential instrument was considered appropriate to 
this study because its approach to attitude assessment represents a 


subtle way of approaching generalized affect. It was felt that use of 
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more conventional rating scales or questionnaires to elicit teacher 
attitude would reveal to the respondent the intent of the questions, thus 
introducing the possibility of response bias. The semantic differential 
yields a strong evaluative factor, a result desirable in view of the 
purposes of this study in that comparisons between high and low attitude 
teachers in their instructional approaches were sought. In addition, 

the semantic differential technique is considered to be of acceptable 
reliability and is relatively easy to administer and to score. 

On the basis of their total scores on the semantic differential 
scale, the teachers were grouped into high, mid, and low attitude groups. 
The following statistical procedures were used: factor analysis on the 
semantic differential scale; a one-way analysis of variance on the total 
scores of the semantic differential scale; Chi-square for selected 
variables, and the Fisher z for independent proportions on selected 
questionnaire items. 

For the descriptive data on the questionnaire, the frequencies and 
percentages of responses were tabulated by the investigator. Suggestions 
regarding in-service and general comments regarding language laboratory 


use were summarized and categorized. 


Definition of Terms 


For the purposes of this study, the following definitions apply: 
attitude - a variety of definitions of attitude may be found in the 
literature. However, for the purposes of this study, Osgood's view of 
attitude as a learned evaluation, varying in both direction and intensity 


toward some subject or concept, will be used (Osgood, Suci, and 
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Tannenbaum, 1957:190). Attitude is defined operationally as the individu- 
al's scores on the semantic differential scale developed for this study. 
Language laboratory - an electronic installation in which a student, 
within the privacy of a booth, is able to listen and respond to a master 
recording with little outside interference, and with only the teacher 
being able to monitor his responses. 

audto-active-compare language laboratory - sometimes referred to as a 
record-playback laboratory, it has a tape recorder at each booth position 
or in a remote automatically operated position, enabling the student to 
hear the drills, record his own responses, stop and compare these 
responses with the master recording. 

teacher attttude toward the language laboratory - the predisposition of 
individual teachers to evaluate the laboratory in a favorable or 
unfavorable manner. 

htgh attitude teacher - one whose score on the semantic differential 
scale used in this study is 49 or less. 

mtd attitude teacher - one whose score on the semantic differential scale 
“used in this study is 50 toms9. 

low attttude teacher - one whose score on the semantic differential scale 
used in this study is 60 or more. 

professtonal preparation - includes years of training, number of French 
language and literature courses, curriculum and instruction courses in 
second language teaching, type of training completed in language labora- 
tory and audio-visual methods and materials. 

teachers of French - those teachers teaching any French course(s) 
approved for use in Alberta high schools by the Alberta Department of 


Education, including those who may teach other high school courses. 
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urban schools - those schools located in Alberta cities; that is, centres 
of population numbering 10,000 or more. 
rural schools - those schools located in Alberta towns; that is, centres 


of population numbering less than 10,000. 


Delimitations 


The following deiimitations have been imposed on this study: 

iy Only selected Alberta school districts and divisions which had 
high schools with audio-active-compare language laboratory installations 
were involved. 

2. Only those teachers teaching French courses during the 1971-72 
school year were involved. Those teachers involved in the teaching of 
languages other than French that year were not included unless French 
was one of the languages they taught. 

3. The study involved only those high school French courses offered 


in these schools during the 1971-72 school year. 


Limitations 


The following limitations are acknowledged: 

1. The semantic differential attitude scale called for value judge- 
ments on the part of the respondents. A number noted that they found 
difficulty in completing the scale as some of the adjective pairs did not 
appear to be related to their attitude toward the language laboratory. 

2. A number of respondents failed to complete parts of the question- 
naire resulting in incomplete data which placed a further limitation on 


the conclusions drawn by the investigator. 
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Since the teachers of French in this study could also be 


teachers of other second languages, their responses on the questionnaire 


could have been affected by their language laboratory experience in 


those language classes. 


4, 


The views toward the language laboratory are those of only the 


teachers responding to the questionnaire and should therefore be applied 


to all language laboratory teachers with care. 


Hypotheses 


The following null hypotheses are tested. It is hypothesized that: 


There ts no stgnificant relationshtp between teacher attitude toward 


the language laboratory and 


1.1 the number of years of tratning completed beyond high school 


1 


1 


2 


2 


the number of years of experience tn teaching French 

the number of years of access to a language laboratory as a 
teacher 

the number of French language and/or ltterature courses com- 
pleted at the untverstty level 

the number of curriculum and instruction courses completed in 
second language teaching 

the type of training completed in Language laboratory methods 
and matertals 


the type of training completed in audio-visual methods and 


matertals. 
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Overview of the Study 


The first chapter introduced the problem, provided a rationale for 
the need for the study, and defined its scope. The second chapter 
Drocencs a review or the) related literature. ihe thirdichapter presents 
the design of the study. The fourth chapter presents the analyses of 
the data and the interpretation of their results. The fifth and final 
chapter presents the summary, implications, and recommendations of the 


study. 
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Chapter II 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 


The Language Laboratory 


The language laboratory is "an installation of electromechanical 
equipment which provides the student with the opportunity to practise 
the audio-lingual aspects of language learning" (Crosbie, 1965:1). 

There exists a variety of language laboratory installations, the 
simplest consisting of a headset for each individual student, connected 
to a tape recorder or other audio source, and the most complex con- 
taining a headset, microphone, and complete recording and playback 
facilities for each individual student. Regardless of the type of 
installation it is, the language laboratory is an aid, and not the 
central component of teaching. 

Ladu (1963:10) compares the language laboratory to the science 
laboratory where students are given an opportunity to practise what they 
have learned in the classroom. It, like the record player or film 
projector, is another teaching tool and no more. 

Hutchinson (1961:9) writes that the greatest contribution of the 
language laboratory is made as an integral part of a program in which 
the audio-lingual instruction forms the basis for the development of all 
the language skills; that is, listening, speaking, reading, and writing. 
The language laboratory strengthens foreign language instruction in a 
number of ways. It increases student participation in listening and 
speaking, makes available to the students a greater number and variety 


of native speakers, relieves the teacher from the tedium of drilling, 


10 


4 att hale ¥ : —— va us F 
i : ye pt . q . Le hon, nN : 
GX ; Pay = 
7 - . A 


Furetyot ts CARA, eer 90 a aati 


ust oyOdes Ieeotes gt | 


ieoktiadieiet pio td nolseqlerahre’ 2 riser cay ae 


exbtaany, ¢7 47 Seareen CHL [ 94 att iy snslbet omy ah nay bol! 


rin. aTehebel >) \pativegaly oe kien! Zo. orange, CERES Lennie, 
ind We tes a! ; eteogt jer Ooge's Ts ) ea eT Pp Kee Peny ‘4 orehre 4 y 
e to gobralages 


bashonimo ,reebru se baubzyrbrit. qyse, tdt °acoesen 
aed ASA soo er ONE 7s rhc tn i) vy 74¢° 40eR 

: 1 
joatvale bas. gr orees'S OFe (QWO> bs eyo (er o.e spades @ 


Yo wives sdf %— a2aleeagor + iter Nae viber doen reall 


ith pod bate Bas et ribs eeel sasonl ies Seb te ma 
yritize) Te Ip —aay 


\ Homeina IAs od  wiodaoda! Shee, Ie AMA (iy FG PP: 


Vout t ‘abn. aziguity oF 1 beige He pv Sah etapiilion, Syeda s 
mip to Tigges brothe HAS AHcL’ 7) | armen." et, ae vine 
vedi “Gaeta iter gat ads pamerge eh | : e 

eke’ 20 pater Mlle Jeetantty GH SHAY anttien FR Gi eae i, 


aaiigty Utd, quent 6h ‘scaly big ii ae ubowe. 22 vdaseiil | 
bp iy 2 adapt avit gy Anis! nit “girn? a” SSA yuk eights i 


nig 


thereby giving him more time to help individual students who are having 
problems. It provides privacy, less distraction, and greater opportunity 
for concentration, and helps those teachers who may be deficient in 
audio-lingual training. However, Hutchinson does warn that the language 
laboratory weakens foreign language instruction when it is expected to 

do more than help to develop and maintain listening and speaking skills, 
when the teacher must develop language laboratory programs, when it is 
used for enrichment, and when it interferes with the relationship 
between the teacher and his students. 

Effective use of the language laboratory exposes the students to 
lengthy doses of the target language. Sollohub (1977), in discussing 
some of the basic notions of language laboratory teaching, writes that 
the massive exposure to the language is very beneficial in itself. The 
ear becomes trained in sound patterns, accent and intonation are 


improved, and one's command of the vocabulary is extended and consolidated. 


The Teacher and the Language Laboratory 


It is generally agreed that several factors contribute to the 
successful operation of the language laboratory. These include the 
amount of class time regularly devoted to laboratory practice, the type 
of equipment used, the types of learning materials used, and the atti- 
tude, enthusiasm, and skill of the teacher as a critic, model, and guide 
trained to use the language laboratory as an aid in second language 
teaching (Bergens, 1971; Crosbie, 1965; Jarlett, 1971; Lorge, 1964; 


Rubrecht, 1977; Strasheim, 1966; Turner, 1964). 
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Crosbie (1965:2) maintains that the language laboratory requires 
better prepared teachers who, as well as conducting a class, must be able 
to put the equipment to good use. When used properly, the language 
laboratory can greatly increase the effectiveness of a good teacher, 
whether or not that teacher is a native speaker of the target language. 
It is not the equipment, but the materials and the manner in which they 
are used that is the key to foreign language instruction and learning. 
In this, Ladu (1966:10) agrees with Crosbie. According to her, the 
language laboratory is only as effective as the teacher makes it. The 
teacher must choose the right materials for the right time, schedule 
student practice sessions systematically, and work with individual 
students. Bergens (1971), too, believes that the choice of the right 
materials is a key to success. The teacher must decide which goals he 
wishes to achieve, then choose the materials accordingly. 

In a similar vein, Turner (1964:1) states that the teacher is the 
"critical factor'' in the correlation of the language laboratory and the 
classroom. He writes: 

Unless he [the teacher]. . . . is emotionally as well 
as intellectually aware of the unique contributions to 
language learning which can be offered by the language 
laboratory, broken equipment will not be repaired, 

voluntary attendance will dwindle and student attitude 
will provide an accurate mirror of the indifference or 


hostility towards the laboratory which is sensed in the 
classroom. 


Turner further states that the teacher makes a positive contribution to 
language laboratory practice by selecting appropriate materials, care- 
fully scheduling laboratory periods, programming materials to be 
presented both in class and the laboratory, careful monitoring, and 


using the laboratory for testing. 
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Hutchinson (1964:14-15) reinforces the statements concerning the 
importance of the teacher by writing that no innovations show themselves 
to be as important as the teacher who is a perceptive observer of his 
students. The contribution which the teacher makes in reinforcing the 
students' self-correction and practice is indispensable. As a result, 
Hutchinson stresses the importance of the preparation of teachers in 
language laboratory use. The teachers must be interested in getting the 
most out of the equipment and the materials, and they must have some 
skill in the effective use of these aids in order to help students 
develop listening and speaking skills. A good teacher, he believes, can 
make up for any deficiencies in the materials. 

According to Rubrecht (1977), the language laboratory must be an 
integral part of the curriculum, and it must have meaningful and varied 
materials used in it. Close supervision and individual guidance on the 
part of the teachers are essential in keeping the students motivated to 
work in the language laboratory. 

Although it is an aid to teaching, the language laboratory does not 
lessen the work load of the teacher, for as Hilton (1964:127) points 
out, "imagination, resourcefulness and spontaneity are in greater demand 
in the laboratory than elsewhere."' Barcelona (1963:3), too, states that 
the language laboratory presents a challenge to the creative and imagina- 
tive teacher for it is only as valuable as the materials that go through 
it. In her survey of 130 second language teachers using the language 
laboratory for at least four years prior to her study, Barcelona found 
that the needs of these teachers were to understand the value and limita- 


tions of the laboratory, the ability to use it, and a general knowledge 
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of technological advances. The language laboratory, she concludes, needs 
competent teachers who are ready by attitude and training to use any 
electromechanical equipment as a teaching aid. It is not enough to have 
teachers accept and understand its operation. They must be able to see 
the educational opportunities the equipment offers and be willing to 
take advantage of them with skill and imagination. 

Strasheim (1968:17) finds that teachers who use the language 
laboratory successfully tend to be well-informed in all ideas relating 
to second language teaching; that is, culture, literature, linguistics, 
and so forth. These teachers are usually more innovative in the 
laboratory. Strasheim states that these teachers believe the following 
about the language laboratory: 

The amount of speaking practice is greatly increased. 

Recording and comparing responses assists students in 

eliminating errors and fixing language patterns. 

Students gain a high degree of self-confidence through 

laboratory practice. 

Students may proceed at their own rate. 

The teacher is free to work directly with each student. 
The teacher must know the capabilities of the equipment. Strasheim 
(1968:4) writes, '. . . like any tool or instrument, the language 
laboratory is most useful in the hands of a craftsman who knows how to 
MSeetersKi  tul by. 

Although the language laboratory, when used properly, can greatly 
assist the second language teacher in his teaching, a good many teachers 
have doubts as to its value. Hocking (1966:8) writes of a "rather 
general disenchantment" with the language laboratory. He maintains that 
this is because audio-lingual instruction is being subjected to a 


counter-revolution, one aspect of which is a reaction against the 


language laboratory. A number of reasons are given: exaggerated claims 
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and expectations for the laboratory, poor equipment, inadequate mainten- 
ance, poor materials, the teachers' opposition to it, their lack of 
time, and most important of all, their lack of training in laboratory 
techniques. Both the equipment and the materials have continued to 
improve, but teachers still find they lack the time and knowledge to 
use the language laboratory effectively. 

A number of problems in addition to lack of teacher skill and 
training in language laboratory use do continue to exist. These include 
the operational maintenance of the laboratory, the lack of personnel 
assigned to it, its use as both classroom and laboratory, and its prox- 
imity to the classroom. In a recent report on the language laboratory, 
Rubrecht (1977:2) lists three further problems or complaints. These 
are the physical layout of the laboratory itself, the very high 
teacher-pupil ratio in the laboratory, and the irrelevance of laboratory 
materials to classroom work. Perhaps it is still as was found by 
Scherer (1965:335) that if language laboratories do not meet the 
expectations of their users, it is largely because of a misunderstanding 
of their use. Sawyer (1971:9) feels that the variety of functions that 
the language laboratory holds has not been exploited or fully developed. 
Too much effort has been put into one or two functions. 

The solution to improving instruction with the aid of the language 
laboratory lies in more intensive pre-service and in-service training 
of teachers in laboratory techniques. In providing such training, 
Hocking and Blickenstaff (1965:393) suggest that two objective be kept 
in mind. The ee ltheee must understand the functions and potential value 


of the language laboratory, and they must be able to maintain it. As 
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Strasheim (1968:4) writes, ". . . it is the teacher who has had some 
kind of formal training beyond just familiarization with the equipment 


who finds the language laboratory an asset to his teaching 4 


The Effectiveness of the Language Laboratory 


There exists a good deal of research on language laboratory effec- 
tiveness. This effectiveness has usually been measured by the achieve- 
ment of students who used the language laboratory in second language 
instruction. Unfortunately, much of this research has been inadequately 
controlled and the findings have frequently been deceptive. 

Keating (1963) tested more than 5000 students in 21 New York City 
area school districts for the language skills of reading comprehension 
and speech production. He found that only in speech production did the 
laboratory students out-perform the non-laboratory students. However, 
much criticism has been levelled at this study. Stack (1964) is 
critical because Dr. Keating made no attempt at standardization of the 
equipment or the materials used. The study says nothing about what was 
actually done in the language laboratories. Grittner (1964:210) writes 
that the study measures "failure to use the laboratory rather than the 
use of it,'' and that this in itself is enough to discredit the whole 
report. Ackerman (1966) and Porter and Porter (1964) question the 
instruments used to test the students' language skills. 

Yet in spite of these findings, a number of educators still find 
the results encouraging. Stack (1964:193) believes that the language 


laboratory is doing precisely what is expected of it. He writes, 


", . , the language laboratory is most effective in the beginning 
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courses in teaching and speaking skills. Students that use it are 
Superior to those that do not in this regard." 

The Pennsylvania Study, a large-scale experiment undertaken by 
Smith (1968), sought to evaluate the relative effectiveness of three 
modern second language teaching methods and three language laboratory 
Systems. No significant differences were found between the traditional 
and fundamental skills treatment students, except that the traditional 
group surpassed the functional skills group in reading ability, and that 
the functional skills group scored better on a test of oral mimicry. 
The study concluded that a language laboratory of any type, used twice 
weekly, had no noticeable effect on achievement. Valette (1969:400) 
writes that the failure of the project to demonstrate significant 
differences among the three strategies does not necessarily support the 
hypothesis that such differences do not exist. She questions the 
appropriateness of the measurement instruments used, which she feels 
were too difficult when administered after one year of language study. 
In addition, no individualized instruction in the language laboratory 
was used. ~Valette says that it is not surprising, then, that the 
differences between the laboratory strategies and the tape recorder in 
the classroom technique were not significant. 

Touchette (1969) investigated the contribution of the language 
laboratory to French language instruction in 37 Alberta high schools. 
Using the June, 1966, French 30 Departmental Examination for audio- 
comprehension and writing skills, he found that the non-laboratory 
group scored higher on the audio-comprehension examination than either 


of the laboratory groups. The differences between the means were not 
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statistically significant, however. On the writing skills examination, 
the non-laboratory students had the highest mean score. No effort, 
however, was made to determine teacher preparation in language laboratory 
use, how the language laboratory was used, or in fact whether it actually 
was used. As this study was carried out in 1967, it would have been 
interesting to note the length of time schools involved in the study had 
had their language laboratory installations, and whether the French 30 
students had used the laboratory in their beginning French courses. 

The results of two studies carried out in New York City high schools 
by Lorge (1964) are more encouraging. Her first study, comparing 
laboratory students with a non-laboratory control group, showed that 
beginning students using the laboratory were significantly better in 
overall speech production than the non-laboratory students. Students at 
higher levels of instruction showed little or no significant difference 
between the laboratory and control groups. The important conclusion here 
is that laboratory students gain as much traditional skill as those 
students in standard classes with the added ability in speaking skills. 
Lorge's second study, comparing types of language laboratories used, 
showed that students using record-playback equipment daily made the 
greatest gains in achievement. 

Ackerman (1966), investigating language laboratory instruction in 
Florida and the achievement of first year students of Spanish, found that 
only in the listening skill was there a significant difference in 
achievement for laboratory students. He did indicate that professional 
preparation and the experience of the teacher is a significant factor in 


all language skills for both groups. 


iy AGL 39 
‘ i | i 
ribdanatiniae. antes ye eae a er sows taamgts) feed 
ey eo Oe soeiighit bai (isi uecngalsm 4 enema t 
Cty Perods t Says at el yee toccmapey Ponsa: ee tee FR eT ae ty : 
yLieyion, 7k welded aw rok. dh hoy) Bees eee Ne" Le aptneane ry gl 
rey! iat htivew oi, “6S Crel Fem belts? oil aed cht i. 

On that2) oar oO. “ayysovns sledge owh"29. Ryan wp) we ee 
(ft wings site vodsony brs jequetel tase: au eas’ tenia, 
sseyhing Hopet etairiged wheres )erot eroded Me bane han | 
4 

elamien ARit v2I2 VOT “wee rt THO babuourt bis. ow? Le 25 SATE: ¢ 
pesiiny Nettie Jord? Wee «gs igo wholin. apart yeh (Soehy * 
Hee, Cave ae » Jordi raaqaTors | non wht ie 
ni. paso. eigen iagie Seow vebterodrs, ots Bias eye, 
ayiepored. +i tohts vrbte ial -Aaa aes in % rt oa | on 
nétartih totsi dP Cass OA YD Sieg jeene 623 07rme! £6 ehvepl 3 it 
uy 9 nOtad| iia Phere ser pug, aye ben ooremeged. : r 
. | , | BaD } : 7 

Syodt ey Chae fats p Th ames fyi ta ey cleo) Nee ca | 
et tele, gostnait ih \ehiedh Nenmevets Wale ‘sibel trae 8, A 
bord néizaferolas, Se as Rn’ saqn3 que tage ‘ (boas ondaing ithe 
add. aban Me 1a1y' Tata hie angel boy wiser gail re éteabuge 


. a *Apetesvente an aber 
sree pedeistis teat ele ait eT hn Ewa tigen: <a 
aki haat eta 20: senna % Ai We te owevejuva «nl 


wish? enw Lilie «af 
ene es a 


ae 


- 


i bed 
7 7 >, 


2 - 
Wi Ad 
s ° ! 


ya 
‘.s 2 
Ale as ete 


once 


‘7 


i 
7 
1 of 


4 trod som 


ag 


Concerning the teacher and the language laboratory, Lorge (1964) 
also reported that the prime factors in the effectiveness of laboratory 
work and the attitudes of the students toward it were the teachers! 
attitudes toward language laboratory sessions, their development of new 
techniques, and their ease in handling the equipment. Similarly, 
Hocking (1968), in an investigation of the use of the language labora- 
tory and its evaluation by students, teachers, and the supervisor in a 
large suburban school district, discovered that the students! evaluation 
of the language laboratory revealed the strengths and weaknesses of 
their teachers. The students' reasons for liking the language labora- 
tory reflected the teachers' understanding and proper use of the labora- 
tory, while the reasons for disliking the language laboratory reflected 
the teachers' lack of understanding of the laboratory, their unfamiliar- 
ity with good laboratory techniques, and their failure to familiarize 
the students with the material before using it. In addition, department 
chairmen and supervisors, after visiting many of the classroom and 
language laboratory sessions, found that if the teachers did not like 
the language laboratory, this attitude was reflected in the students' 
attitude toward it. The teachers who received the highest rating were 
those who handled the equipment well and who saw the value of using the 
laboratory as an instructional device rather than as a substitute for 
classroom instruction. 

Smith and Littlefield (1969), while investigating the relative 
achievement of three groups of secondary school students' beginning 
instruction in French, German, and Spanish, also sought information 


regarding the role which interests and attitudes play in second language 


or. 
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learning. They reported that beyond the students' interest and motiva- 
tion, or attitude orientation, the teachers' attitudes toward the 
concept of tape-use and media in second language learning, and skill in 
the application of the materials to the facilities, contribute to the 
successful operation of the language laboratory. 

A small scale study of teacher attitude toward language laboratory 
equipment and materials carried out by Smith and Woerdehoff (1970) 
found a positive orientation toward language laboratory learning. 
Teachers judged language laboratory practice tapes to be valuable and 
the laboratory equipment to be generally good. However, when the 
electronic classroom (an in-class facility) and the conventional lab- 
oratory were compared, the electronic classroom was preferred, although 
it was actually used less frequently than the language laboratory. 

The investigators concluded that although the ratings were somewhat 
positive, the teachers did not reflect strongly positive or negative 
attitudes toward the media they used in their classes. In addition, 
attitude toward media was not related to the teachers' use of the equip- 
ment or the tapes. 

Although the effects of attitude toward media were found to be 
negligible in this study, Smith et al. (1970:35) write: 

. . one must conclude that teacher attitudes still 
remain as potential contributing factors to error 
variance in educational research. No matter what 
variables between treatment conditions one measures, 


it is important to be able to estimate the effects 
of attitude where human factors are involved. 


20 


ns a A ad 7 aC a 


ated ina’ tiers’ ee ach aeele | 
ae bidwes eur a Pa Blalny arty, airetar 9 

ni PLENe- ote > lineal ‘qian Berk baaoas. ris tel hha Sih sou ya & 
oft oF, aopedtshes ,2adqt! 78. an o3* 20a iene Fe, 

| ver Sez0dnh Shgunnal way: Ke ulesiccuh' 

yrasaauda® sawigan) ews Sbiug?SvAa rons 23 to yGeae eles bent 7 
(yee WHC) Gry Mi Mies ct ba ere eid Pe nna: 
iniatwed wteretod)!. suains lL Greve SD lh Big ’ 

DAG atAgiulav 2 orcas? Ss tsSe9 veers TOUR! wah bgetl baghal F 


fS\imaw -'avownlh “oo [laren Aq mney tithe 


rg. “Es msyood areas (VBEDRET 2aatn nn i) wor ease, 


aude boitosertg, Say fom gents | yale ts 


VeGgutiiel wieeRt, oad Pru s CY Swans + 
: 
rian OF 0 Sanita’ 4 as Thess en vend it) Sie 
as ty ay ¥ 
ave es) Sa aey ent :hr viggntta 4oulte® fort. bt owiinaee a 


= i 
abt toby" hie; gaoeenta SBS wtshoey oo 


ef iuiedd, 20 (pew ONDE ye Mae Ot Peg LRT, Te 


i - ' 


f : » 


iad o1 hasor? otaw sta ba 5s cath 2a i aes ath, | 
: . “ 7 -* 
uLy a 
i? so REW Coke Ate aN ae Lae dt sae , aide aba =f 
7 - \G.4 = 
. iy a, et ny ae 
> tr? eatin tg wat ‘ayes (Teil: Abe! Snge sri. ‘exo tat Sone 
7 s cetey ne : Wo [est mane: all bey ~ 
- - ‘ avd? phe sd 


Chapter ITI 


DESIGN OF THE STUDY 


The first chapter introduced the problem and provided a rationale 
for the need for this kind of study. The second chapter presented a 
review of the literature and research related to the problem. The 
third chapter includes a description of the population, the sample, 
the questionnaire, the validity, reliability, and stability of the 
instrument, the procedure used for collecting the data, the tabulation 


of the data, and the statistical analyses used to treat the data. 


The Population 


The population for the study consists of teachers of French in 
selected school districts and divisions having a school or schools with 


audio-active-compare language laboratory installations. 


The Sample 


The sample consisted of 17 rural and 78 urban teachers teaching 
French during the 1971-72 school year. Four large urban school districts 
were selected and their supervisors of modern languages were telephoned 
to determine which schools had audio-active-compare language laboratory 
installations. The superintendents of 16 rural and urban Alberta school 
divisions and districts were contacted by mail or telephoned to determine 
if their high schools had this type of laboratory installation. Of the 
20 selected school districts, three did not have this type of laboratory 


installation in their schools. 
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The number of schools having these installations was 37, of which 
13 were rural and 24 were urban. Every school was represented,in. the 
returns. 

Table 1 presents the number of teachers approached in each school, 
and the number of teachers who responded. Of the 89 urban teachers 
approached, 78 (87.6%) responded. Of the 20 rural teachers approached, 
17 (85%) responded. Four teachers, all of them urban, had to be 
eliminated because they had not completed the semantic differential, 
thereby reducing the number of urban teachers to 74 (83.1%) of the total 


urban teachers approached. 


The Questionnaire 


The investigator's main concern in designing the questionnaire was 
to gather as much data as possible without taking a great deal of the 
teachers' time. The questionnaire (see Appendix B) consists of five 
parts for which a number of items in Parts II and IV were drawn from a 
study carried out by Barcelona (1963). 

Part I consists of seven items dealing with the actual teaching 
situation, while Part II consists of eight items dealing with years of 
teacher training, experience and access to a language laboratory, the 
number of French language and/or literature courses completed, the 
number of curriculum and instruction courses completed in second 
language teaching, the type of training, if any, completed in language 
laboratory and in audio-visual methods and materials, as well as 
participation in other activities which may have improved the teachers! 


knowledge of the French language and/or methodology. 
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Part III consists of the semantic differential scale to determine 
the teachers' attitude toward the language laboratory. 

Part IV consists of eleven items dealing with language laboratory 
use and techniques; the objectives in teaching French; the frequency and 
actual amount of laboratory use; the proportion of time used for student 
recording; the proportion of time the laboratory is inoperable; the 
proportion of time teachers devote to preparation of laboratory materials; 
where these materials are obtained; the helpfulness of the laboratory in 
developing language skills, and the problems experienced in its use. 

Part V, consisting of eight items, seeks general information about 
the language laboratory — how it affects the teachers' instruction and 
their work load as well as the students' learning of French; whether the 
teachers have laboratory aides in their schools; whether the continued 
use of the laboratory is justified, and whether pre-service and in-service 
education in its methods is vital. Space is provided for teachers to 
indicate the topics they would like to see discussed at in-service 
sessions, workshops, and institutes, and to make further comments and 


Suggestions regarding the use of the language laboratory. 


Validity of the Questionnaire 


The content validity of the questionnaire was established by con- 
sulting four professional educators involved with the teaching of French 
and with language laboratory instruction. The judges were two associate 
professors of the Faculty of Education at the University of Alberta, the 
Director of Language Laboratories at the University of Alberta, and the 


Supervisor of Modern Languages for the Edmonton Public School Board. 
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The preliminary draft of the questionnaire was presented to the 
judges who were asked if the individual items dealt with issues of con- 
cern to French teachers who had access to a language laboratory. They 
were also asked to make suggestions regarding the complexity and the 
clarity of individual items on the questionnaire. 

The primary concern expressed by the judges was with the length of 
the questionnaire. However, it was felt by all the judges that since 
all the items on the questionnaire were of importance to the study, the 
questionnaire should retain all the items in the preliminary draft. A 
Suggestion made and incorporated into the final draft of the question- 
naire was the addition of the words "as a teacher" to question 3 of 
Parcel i. 

Copies of the questionnaire were sent to the modern language con- 
sultants or supervisors of the large urban districts, and to the super- 
intendents of the small urban and rural school divisions for their 
approval. All but one of the districts and divisions approved the 
questionnaire. The recommendation made was that both Ecouter et Parler 
and Chez les Frangais be treated as part of one course; that is, the 
Audio-Lingual Series or the Holt Rinehart Series. This recommendation 


was carried out by the investigator. 


Reliability of the Semantic Differential 


The semantic differential technique has been established as a means 
of assessing how people feel toward various concepts. It allows one to 
compare differences in attitude between groups and differences in atti- 


tude across time yielding similar values or scores when the conditions are 


duplicated. 
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Osgood (1969:136) writes that test-retest studies have yielded an 
average reliability coefficient of 0.80. His first factor-analytic study 
as described in Osgood et al. (1957:126-127) involved 100 college 
Students who rated 20 concepts such as mother, fraud, tornado, symphony , 
America, and feather on 50 descriptive scales, thereby generating a 
1000-item test form. In order to ascertain the reliability ob thei scales, 
40 items were chosen at random from the original 1000 items and repeated 
at the end of the test. A reliability coefficient of 0.85 was produced. 

The semantic differential technique has been used to study the 
attitudes of both teachers and students toward instructional media in 
second language learning (Smith and Littlefield, 1969; Smith and 
Woerdehoff, 1970). Unfortunately, reliability coefficients were not 
reported for these studies. As the reliability of the semantic differen- 
tial technique had shown itself to be sufficiently high, it was decided 
for purposes of the present study it would be administered once only. 
With a mail survey where teachers were assured of their anonymity, a 
second administration would have been very difficult. 


Further discussion dealing with the semantic differential will be 


presented in the following chapter. 


Stability of the Questionnaire 


Since this study is descriptive and much of the information is 
procedural in nature, the lack of a test of stability -- such as 
administering it twice — was not deemed necessary. Basically, this is 
a status study. A particular setting at a particular time is described. 


No generalizations are made about any other setting. 
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The descriptive part of the questionnaire itself asks questions 
bearing a similarity to one another in several instances. Teachers are 
asked how they use the language laboratory, what techniques of teaching 
they use in it, and what their objectives are in teaching French. A 
later question asks the teachers to indicate how helpful the language 
laboratory is in developing particular language skills. Teachers are 
also asked to indicate how frequently the laboratory is inoperable, how 
much preparation time they devote to laboratory materials, and where 
they get the materials they use. A list of problems experienced in the 
language laboratory appears in a later question. These problems include 
language laboratory maintenance and the preparation of laboratory 


materials. 


Collecting the Data 


For the collection of the data, the investigator mailed the 
questionnaires to high schools outside of the city of Edmonton, and 
distributed them in person to those Edmonton high schools involved in 
the study, picking them up one week later. 

From the 109 teachers in the 37 schools, 95 (87.2%) of the question- 
naires were returned. Of the 96 questionnaires, 4 (4.2%) had the 
semantic differential left blank. As a result these 4 questionnaires 
could not be used, reducing the total population participating in the 


study to 91 (83%) of all those teachers approached. 


Tabulation of the Data 


Upon completion of the data collection, the questionnaires were 


assigned identification numbers. The semantic differential scale scores 
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were transferred to IBM cards and the total scores for each subject were 
calculated by computer. 

Numerical values were assigned for individual questions of Parts II, 
IV, and V of the questionnaire. The frequencies of responses to the 
various categories were calculated by the investigator and put into 
table form. New cards were generated by computer in order to record 
the frequency of responses for key questions (Part II, questions 1 to 7 


inclusive) in preparation for specific statistical treatment. 


Statistical Treatment of the Data 


The 21 adjective pairs on the semantic differential were separated 
by rating scales numbered 1 (most favorable) through 7 (least favorable). 
Total scores for the scale were generated. Teachers with scores of 50 
to 59 which fell into the most frequent category were designated the mid 
attitude group, those with scores of 49 or less were designated the high 
attitude group, and those with scores of 60 or more were designated the 
low attitude group. The above cut-off points were chosen because they 
divided the total group into three approximately equal groups. 

The 21 items were factor-analyzed to generate the primary factors. 
A one-way analysis of variance was carried out on the total scores of 
the semantic differential. Chi-square contingency tests were carried 
out for the comparison of the high and low attitude groups for selected 
variables. The Fisher z test was used to test the significance of 
difference between independent proportions on selected questionnaire 


items. 
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Chapter IV 
DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 


The aims of this study are fourfold: 

1} to determine if there exists a relationship between the attitude 
of teachers toward the language laboratory and their professional prep- 
aration in its use; 

2) to determine if there exists a relationship between the attitude 
of teachers toward the language laboratory and the manner in which they 
use it: 

3) to determine if there exists a relationship between the profes- 
sional preparation of teachers in the use of the language laboratory and 
the manner in which they use it, and 

4) to determine the nature of future pre-service and in-service 
programs in language laboratory techniques. 

The results of the data analyses are presented in four sections. 
The first section presents the analysis of the semantic differential data. 
The second section presents the analyses of questions dealing with the 
professional preparation and experience in second language teaching. 

The third section deals with the actual teaching situation: that is, 
the manner in which the language laboratory is used, the frequency with 
which it is used, and other instructionally related data. The fourth 
section deals with the suggestions made by teachers of French for 


in-service training as well as further comments or suggestions regarding 


language laboratory use. 
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The Semantic Differential Technique 


The semantic differential, developed by Charles E. Osgood and 
mescriubedtineOsgooduet. als+(1957) pris ta type of rating scale which 
measures the affective and cognitive aspects of attitudes. It essenti- 
ally involves repeated judgements of a concept against a set of bipolar 
adjectives. 

Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1969:58) write that in order to 
determine one's attitude toward a particular subject or concept, it is 
necessary to present a selection of alternative responses in order that 
the "meaning" of a stimulus sign be gradually isolated. This selection 
of alternative responses, usually adjectives, is preferable to the 
reliance upon a spontaneous emission of adjectives from the respondents 
toward ta’subject or concept. The sensitivity of the*instrument is 
increased by the insertion of a seven-point scale between each adjective 
pair. According to Osgood et al. (1969:79), the seven-point scale has 
been one of the constants in their work with this technique. 

The respondents' task is to indicate on each of the seven-point 
scales the direction and intensity of association to a given subject or 
concept. 

An example of an adjective pair would be: 

Because the adjective scales are frequently regarded as difficult 
or unfamiliar to the subject or concept presented, respondents are 
encouraged to mark the scales as quickly and as honestly as possible 


without puzzling over any particular adjective pair. 
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The adjective scales consist of a number of polar adjective pairs. 
In scoring the semantic differential, scale values or weightings are 
assigned to each scale position, and these in turn can be converted to 
individual or group mean scores and presented in profile form. 

The correlations among the responses to the adjective pairs are 
usually factor analyzed and tend to cluster into three primary groups 
labelled by Osgood as evaluative, potency, and activity factors. The 
evaluative factor is made up of adjectives which are affect-laden and 
indicate how the subject feels about the concept, e.g., good-bad. The 
potency factor is made up of adjectives concerned with power, e.g., 
strong-weak. The activity factor is made up of adjectives which are 
associated with rigor, rapidity, and agitation, e.g., active-passive. 

In Chapter 2 of The Measurement of Meantng, Osgood et al. (1957) 
describe five factor analytic studies to determine the major factors. An 
essentially similar factor structure reappears. The evaluative factor 
tends to account for one-fourth to one-third of the total variance. 

This is approximately twice the total variance accounted for by the 
potency factor, which in turn accounts for approximately twice the total 
variance accounted for by the activity factor. 

The reliability of the semantic differential is usually high. Test 
retest studies have yielded an average reliability coefficient of 0.80 
to the scales (Osgood, 1969:136). 

The semantic differential is claimed to have a number of advantages 
over other types of attitude measures: 

1. It provides a comprehensive picture of the connotative meaning 


of a concept or subject. The language laboratory can be looked 
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upon favorably by many, but can be reacted to differently in 
terms of activity, helpfulness, clarity, and so forth. 
2. It avoids stereotyped responses toward a concept or subject. 
3. It eliminates the problems of question phrasing. 
4, It is a quick, efficient means of getting at both the direction 
and the intensity of attitudes toward a subject or concept. 
5. It enables one to compare differences in attitudes between 
groups. 
6. It enables one to compare differences in attitude across time. 
The semantic differential for the present study consists of 21 
scales used by other researchers in determining attitude toward instruc- 
tional media (Smith and Hocking, 1969; Smith and Woerdehoff, 1970). 
The concept to be assessed is the attitude teachers of French hold 
toward the language laboratory. Each scale presents a seven-step pro- 
gression from one polar adjective to its opposite. Each step is 
asstened tan arbitrary value (1, 2, 3, etc.), progressing, trom leat) the 
hetteco 7 at the wight. Ihe direction of the polarity wf ‘eiphiy of che 
scales was alternated as a precaution against response bias. The checks 
made by the respondents are then scored according to which step in the 


scale is checked. 


Analysis of the Semantic Differential] 


Table 2 presents the frequency distribution of the semantic dif- 
ferential scale scores for the 91 respondents. Figure 1, a histogram, 


presents a graphical report of the distribution of the scores. 
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TABLE 2. Frequency Distribution of Semantic Differential Scale Scores 


Interval Frequency 
100-109 it 
90-99 1 
80-89 6 
70-79 5 
60-69 20 
50-59 52 
40-49 18 


30-39 8 
Total 91 
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Figure 1. 
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Histogram of the semantic differential scale scores. 
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The semantic differential scale scores could range from 21 to 147. 
In this study, the scores actually ranged from 32 to 103, with 70 (76.9%) 
of the scores falling in the range of 40 to 69. The scores of the 
respondents were skewed to the positive side, indicating a positive 
orientation toward the language laboratory. 

The most frequent category, 50 to 59, was indicated by 32 (35.2%) 
of the respondents. On this basis, these 32 respondents became the mid 
attitude teacher group. The 26 teachers with scores of 49 or less became 
the high attitude teacher group, and the 33 teachers with scores of 60 


or more became the low attitude teacher group. 


Factor Analysis of the Scales 


The intercorrelations among the 21 scales for the 91 subjects were 
subjected to a principal components analysis followed by a varimax 
rotation. Table 3 presents the results of the principal components 
analysis based on the individual ratings (subjects x scales) for the 
total sample of subjects. Three factors emerged and accounted for 50% 
of trace; Factor I accounting for 52% of common variance, Factor II for 
29% of common variance, and Factor III for 18% of 18% of common variance. 

Factor I loaded highest on good-bad, valuable-worthless, meaningful- 
meaningless, rewarding-punishing, helpful-unhelpful, and definite- 
uncertain. These adjective pairs appear to reflect the evluative 
dimension. Factor II loaded highest on personal-impersonal, graceful- 
awkward, powerful-weak, gentle-violent, and profound-superficial. These 
adjective pairs appear to reflect the potency dimension. Factor III 


loaded highest on resting-busy, lenient-severe, complex-simple, and 
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TABLE 3. Varimax Rotation of Principal Axis Solution 


SS EE 


Factors 

Variables Communalities I 17 LHe hel 
eee te SR ce is a aR aed es 1 OU ae Re CORE Lc Ot Pe wad) eo) Sere ey 
I bad - good .66 red - .02 - .09 
passive - active -46 204 -40 - .06 

I boring - interesting O65 .60 .08 Sti 
III relaxed - tense ar) .16 Bou ey 
III complex - simple 07, =U) Pal <e 
II powerful - weak 250 OD .66 .08 
I helpful - unhelpful .60 .69 7, .00 

I rewarding - punishing <o9 AA) Has) - .08 

I pleasing - annoying 5 SoZ 250 ApS, 
untimely - timely R SZ -.24 - .49 aS 

II awkward - graceful .49 <3 207 .16 
safe - threatening a) .42 nee) nok 
II personal - impersonal oe oy ee) = .03 
III resting - busy -05 .48 AS -.76 
I clear - hazy .48 .66 as .10 
III lenient - severe 43 .08 .00 65 
I meaningless - meaningful aii .81 eeu .01 
II superficial - profound 49 44 oui AvAS 
I worthless - valuable eed .83 me es -.05 
it) gentie:— violent «43 .03 ee .40 
ie iderinite = 1ncertain Ba, .70 eB 14 
10.66 S04 3.14 Nae pe, 
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relaxed-tense. These adjective pairs appear to reflect the activity 
dimension. 

The results tend to support the factorial validity of the semantic 
differential scales as interpreted by Osgood when the instrument is 


applied to the measurement of attitude toward the language laboratory. 


The Differences in the Groups 


Table 4 presents the means and variances for the three teacher 
groups. Table 5 presents the data for the one-way analysis of variance 
of the total scores on the semantic differential for the high, mid, and 
low attitude teacher groups. This table also contains the x2 for the 
homogeneity of variance between the distributions of the three groups. 
Table 6 presents the probability matrix for Scheffé's multiple comparison 
of means for the three teacher groups (Ferguson, 1971:270-271). Not 
unexpectedly, as a result of the middle one-third of the semantic dif- 
ferential scale scores falling into one ten-unit interval (see Fig. 1), 
the variances of the three teacher groups lacked homogeneity making 
further comparisons via analysis of variance somewhat questionable. 

The numerical results are presented, but must be viewed with extreme 
caution regarding their statistical validity. 

The means of the three groups were significantly different (p < 0.001). 
Since all the group means differed significantly from one another, one 
can be justified in claiming that these three teacher groups did indeed 
view the language laboratory differently. The teacher group with the 
highest mean (71.09) tended to view the language laboratory as being 
relatively less valuable, while the teacher group with the lowest mean 


(43.42) tended to view it as betng relatively more valuable. 
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TABLE 4. Means and Variances: Semantic Differential Scale Scores for 


the Three Teacher Groups 


Group n Mean Variance 
1 (Low Attitude) 35 ARO) PS. ls 
2 (Mid Attitude) ms 54.84 8.01 
3 (High Attitude) 26 43.42 26250 


oa 57.47 176298 
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TABLE 5. One-way Analysis of Variance for the Three Teacher Groups 


Source SS ms df F p 
Groups ‘Oa 5736.69 Z 109.86 < 0.001 
Error 0.46 ay py Aes 88 


Homogeneity of variance y* = 49.04 p= )<.,07001 


TABLE 6. Probability Matrix for Scheffe's Multiple Comparison of Means 
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Z <.. 0,001 
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Scheffés multiple comparison of means revealed Significant differ- 
ences between the three pairs of means; that is, between high and mid, 
mid and low, and high and low. 

On the basis of the analysis just presented, the mid teacher group 
was dropped from further statistical analysis because, though it repre- 
sented approximately one-third of the total group, comparisons of the 
two extreme groups were considered more likely to reveal measurable 
differences in instructional approaches related to attitude. Further- 
more, the groups were to be of sufficient size to allow meaningful 
generalizations to be made. For the presentation and discussion of the 


descriptive data, the mid attitude group was retained, 


Inter-group Comparisons 


In order to compare frequencies to responses on key questions, the 
Chi-square test (Ferguson, 1971:182-184) was used to compare the high 
and low attitude teacher groups. The Chi-square test is used to compare 
the frequencies of respondents in various categories. The level of 
significance for the rejection of the null hypothesis of independence 
ise. 00.1). 


For null hypotheses 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5, the Chi-square 


test was used to compare the high and low attitude groups on professional 


preparation and experience. 

Hypothesis 1.1 refers to the comparison of the two teacher groups 
on the number of years of training completed beyond high school; that 
is, there is no significant relationship between attitude toward the 


language laboratory and the number of years of training completed beyond 
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high school. The analysis of the difference between the two groups is 
presented in Table 7. The difference between the two groups was not 
Significant. The number of years of training beyond high school and the 
attitude the teachers held toward the language laboratory had no signif- 
icant relationship to one another. 

Hypothesis 1.2 refers to the comparison of the two teacher groups 
on the number of years of experience in teaching French; that is, there 
is no significant relationship between attitude toward the language 
laboratory and the number of years of experience teaching French. 

Table § presents the results of the analysis. Again no significant 
relationship was found to exist between attitude toward the language 
laboratory and the number of years of experience teaching French. 

Hypothesis 1.3 refers to the comparison of the two teacher groups 
on the number of years of access they have had to the language labora- 
tory as teachers; that is, there is no significant relationship between 
attitude toward the language laboratory and the number of years of 
access to the language laboratory as teachers. Table 9 presents the 
results of the analysis. No significant relationship was found to exist 
between attitude toward the language laboratory and the number of years 
of teacher access to it. 

Hypothesis 1.4 refers to the comparison of the two teacher groups 
on the number of French language and/or literature courses completed; 
that is, there is no significant relationship between attitude toward 
the language laboratory and the number of French language and/or 
literature courses completed at the university level. Table 10 presents 


the analysis of the results. The first three categories of the number 
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TABLE 7. Chi-square: Comparison of the High and Low Attitude Teachers 


and Their Years of Training Beyond High School 


Semantic Differential Years of Training 


Scale Scores 2 3 4 5+ 
Low Z 1 iS 1S 
High 0 il 8 Me 
1 ae he oie p = 0.32 


TABLE 8. Chi-square: Comparison of the High and Low Attitude Teachers 


and Their Years of Experience Teaching French 


: : , Years of Experience 
Semantic Differential is 


Scale Scores if 2-4 5-8 9+ 
Low 6 9 7 11 
High 0 9 7 10 
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TABLE 9. Chi-square: Comparison of the High and Low Attitude Teachers 


and Their Years of Access to a Language Laboratory 


Dererrieuniere rent ial Years of Access to a Laboratory 


Scale Scores i 2-3 4-5 6+ 
Low 12 11 hs 3 
High 5 9 iy 4 
pot ESI2%, VG df = 3 p = 0.54 


TABLE 10. Chi-square: Comparison of the High and Low Attitude Teachers 
and the Number of French Language and/or Literature Courses 
Completed 
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of courses (none, 1, and 2) were combined into one category as the number 
of teachers in these three categories was very small. The majority of 
teachers fell into category 4 (3 or more courses). Thus, for the purpose 
of this test, the teachers were categorized as those having completed 

two or less courses, and those having completed three or more courses. 

It is noted here that the high and low groups were reversed. No Signif- 
icant relationship was found to exist between attitude toward the 
language laboratory and the number of French language and/or literature 
courses completed. 

Hypothesis 1.5 refers to the comparison of the two teacher groups 
on the number of courses in curriculum and instruction completed in 
second language teaching; that is, there is no significant relationship 
between attitude toward the language laboratory and the number of 
curriculum and instruction courses completed in second language teach- 
ing. Table 11 presents the results of the analysis. No significant 
relationship was found to exist between attitude toward the language 
laboratory and the number of curriculum and instruction courses com- 
pleted in second language teaching. 

The Fisher z test (Ferguson, 1971:173-174) is used to test the 
significance of difference between two independent proportions. The 
critical values for the Fisher z test are 1.96, 2.58, and 3.29 for the 
O505.70,045-and 0,001 Jevels;, respectively. 

For null hypotheses 1.6 and 1.7, the Fisher z test was used to 
compare the high and low attitude teacher groups. 

Hypothesis 1.6 refers to the comparison of the two teacher groups 


on the type of training they have had in language laboratory methods and 
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TABLE 11. Chi-square: Comparison of the High and Low Attitude Teachers 
and the Number of Courses Completed in Curriculum and 


Instruction in Second Language Teaching 


Number of Curriculum and Instruction 


pene Ne Crovential Courses in Second Language Teaching 


Scale Scores 0 1 2 3+ 


Low 2 11 9 11 
High 1 2 3 18 


xy? = 8.66 df = 3 p = 0.03 
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materials. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 12. No 
Significant difference was found to exist between the kind of training 
taken in language laboratory methods and materials for either the high 
or the low attitude teacher group. 

Hypothesis 1.7 refers to the comparison of the two teacher groups 
on the type of training they had in audio-visual methods and materials. 
The results are presented in Table 13. No significant difference was 
found to exist between the kind of training (pre-service versus in-service) 
taken by the high attitude group. However, a significant difference in 
the proportion of low attitude teachers reporting pre-service and 
in-service training emerged (z = 1.99; p < 0.05). The results suggest 
that the nature of the training may have a bearing on attitude. The low 
attitude group reported a somewhat higher incidence of in-service training 
while the high attitude group appears to have received more pre-service 


training in audio-visual methods and materials. 


The Descriptive Data of the Questionnaire 


Attitude and Language Laboratory Use 


To determine the manner of language laboratory use, teachers were 
asked: a) how they used the language laboratory; b) the techniques of 
teaching they used in it; c) their objectives in teaching French, and 
d) the actual amount of time they used the language laboratory. 

The teachers were asked to indicate their responses on the basis of 


the courses they taught. The three courses taught in the 37 schools 


were Vote et Images de France (VIF), Audio-Lingual Series comprising 


Ecouter et Parler (E&P) and Chez les Frangats (Ch.Fr.), and Audto-Lingual 
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Materials (A-LM). Teachers who taught Parler et Lire were asked to note 
it in the Chez les Frangats column. 

The frequencies and percentages of responses to the questions 
regarding the manner of language laboratory use will be presented for 
the teachers on the basis of the subjects they taught, as well as on the 
basis of their attitudes toward the language laboratory. As well, they 
will be presented in the following order: 

1) teachers' objectives in teaching French; 

2) amount of time the language laboratory is used; 

3) how the language laboratory is used, and 

4) the techniques of teaching used in the language laboratory. 

In discussing their objectives teachers were asked to provide the 
information indicated below: 

Port IV, Question 3 

What are your objectives in teaching French? 

a) oral proficiency in the language 

b) reading ability 

c) writing ability 

d) comprehension of the spoken language 

e) preparation for the study of literature 

f) others (please specify). 

Tables 14 and 15 present the frequencies of responses to this 
question. 

In all the courses taught, the majority of the teachers chose the 
first four objectives most frequently. Of the 37 VIF teachers, 36 
(97.3%) indicated objectives 'a' through 'd'. Of the 62 E&P teachers, 


57 (91.9%) chose objective 'a', 55 (88.7%) chose objective 'b', 50 
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TABLE 14. 
Objective 
FE 
a 36 
b 36 
c 36 
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es 11 
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Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Objectives of 


Teaching French as Perceived by the Teachers of Specific 


Courses 
VIF E&P Chi. Fr. A-LM 
n = 37 es tOe n = 46 n= 4 
% F % F % F % 
OW 5 57 91.9 39 84.8 4 100 
97-35 55 Soar 43 9355 4 100 
97.3 50 80.6 42 91.3 4 100 
97.3 60 96.8 43 93.5 4 100 
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(80.6%) chose objective 'c', and 60 (96.8%) chose objective 'd'. Of 

the 46 Ch.Fr. teachers, 39 (84.8%) chose objective 'a', 43 (93.5%) chose 
objective 'b', 42 (91.3%) chose objective 'c', and 43 (93.5% chose 
objective 'd'. All of the A-LM teachers chose the first four objectives. 

A number of the teachers who indicated that they had other objec- 
tives in teaching French unfortunately did not specify what these 
Obgectaves were. Thmee teachers did indicate final exam preparation as 
an objective. 

When comparing the teachers on the basis of their attitudes toward 
the language laboratory, the majority of the low, mid, and high attitude 
meacnersysindicatedsthe first four objectives most, frequently. 

With respect to utilization of the laboratory, the allotment of 
time used was as shown below: 

Part IV, Questions 4 and & 

How many periods per week do your classes usually use the lab? 

a) one period 

b) two periods 

¢) three) periods 

d) four periods 

e) five periods 

f) other arrangements (please specify). 

How many minutes of actual lab work is done in each period listed 
in answer 4? 

a) 10 minutes or less 

b) 10 - 20 minutes 

c) 20 - 30 minutes 


d) 30 minutes or more. 
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NOTE: How long are the class periods in your school? 

For Tables 16 and 17, the responses to questions 4 and 5 are com- 
bined. The number of periods the language laboratory was used each week 
is broken down by the actual percentage of time spent in the language 
laboratory during the period. Thus, if the language laboratory was used 
10 minutes or less out of an 80-minute period, the percentage time is 
less than 20%. 

Because a number of the teachers indicated other arrangements for 
their time in the language laboratory, the number of teachers appearing 
in the tables is smaller than the actual number teaching each course. 

Of the 37 VIF teachers, one never used the language laboratory. It 
should be noted here that this teacher was one with a low attitude 
toward the language laboratory. 

Of the 62 E&P teachers, 59 used the language laboratory on a regular 
basis. Of the three who did not, one used it for testing, another used 
it frequently but irregularly, while the third used it only a few periods 
per year. 

Of the 46 Ch.Fr. teachers, 38 used the language laboratory on a 
regular basis. Of the eight who did not, two used it once per unit, two 
used it frequently but irregularly, three rarely used it, and one never 
used it. The Ch.Fr. teacher already referred to, who never used the 
language laboratory, is also the VIF teacher who did not use it. Of the 
three teachers who rarely used the language laboratory, one pointed out 
that it never seemed to work properly. 

While two of the A-LM teachers indicated daily use of the language 


laboratory, two indicated that their students used the language labora- 


tory for individual progress. 
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TABLE 16, 


Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: 


Amount of Language 


Laboratory Time per Week Used by the Teachers of Specific 


Courses 


59 
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It is interesting to note that with the exception of one teacher, 
all the teachers in the study used the language laboratory. Two teachers 
rarely used the language laboratory, while two used it rarely for Ch.Fr. 
but regularly for E&P. 

The teachers who used the language laboratory on a regular basis 
tended to use it one or two periods per week. This trend was especially 
apparent for the Ch.Fr. teachers. With the exception of one teacher 
whose class periods were 67 minutes in length, all the teachers who used 
the language laboratory four or five times per week had 80-minute class 
periods. Taking a portion of an 80-minute class period for language 
laboratory practice may add variety to class work. 

With respect to actual use of the language laboratory, the following 
information was sought: 

Parc Vy Question J 

How do you use the language laboratory? 

a) as a regular classroom 

b) as a practice lab 

€) for oral testing 

d) for students who are preparing or recording oral compositions 

e) for students who are pursuing individual projects 

f) as an integral part of the classroom (lab work is integrated with 

the course) 

g) as a listening room only 

h) others (please specify). 

Tables 18 and 19 present the frequencies of responses to this ques- 


tion. In all the courses taught, the language laboratory was used by 
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TABLE 18. Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Manner of Language 
Laboratory Use by the Teachers of Specific Courses 
VIF E&P Che Ex. A- LM 
Use n= 37 n= 62 n = 46 n= 4 
F % F % F % F % 
as 5 i325 13 20.9 y/ 12 0 0 
b. O35 Oo.sz 54 S7el 39 84.8 4 100 
C; 29 78.4 Die eS) 34 (oS 4 100 
d. LS SS ork 16 Za28 LS 2Sno 5 iS 
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the majority of the teachers as a practice lab, for oral testing, andsas 
an integral part of the classroom. It was used as a practice lab by 33 
(89.2%) of the VIF teachers, 54 (87.1%) of the E&P teachers, 39 (84.8%) 
of the Ch.Fr. teachers and all four of the A-LM teachers. It was used 
for oral testing by 29 (78.4%) of the VIF teachers, 52 (83.9%) of the E&P 
teachers, 34 (73.9%) of the Ch.Fr. teachers, and all four of the A-LM 
teachers. As an integral part of classroom work, it was used by 32 
(86.5%) of the VIF teachers, by 55 (88.7%) of the E&P teachers, 33 (71.7%) 
of the Ch.Fr. teachers, and all four of the A-LM teachers. 

A number of teachers added that they also made use of film strips, 
Magazines, recordings, and even radio broadcasts in the language labora- 
tory in order to facilitate conversation between students. Several also 
indicated that they used the language laboratory in order to give the 
students extra reading practice. 

When comparing the teachers on the basis of their attitudes toward 
the language laboratory, the three attitude groups used the laboratory 
primarily as a practice lab, for oral testing, and as an integral part of 
classroom work. 

The actual language laboratory activities used were sought in the 
following question: 

Part IV, Questton 2 

What techniques of teaching do you use in the language lab? 

a) pronunciation and intonation drill 

b) aural drill for the comprehension of the spoken language 

c) aural drill (repetition of phrases) 


d) memorizing material for conversation 
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e) dictation 

f) showing of films 

g) showing of visual materials 

h) use of readings for cultural purposes 

i) aural-oral tests and examinations 

j) aural-oral tests for reading comprehension 

k) others (please specify). 

The frequencies of the responses to this question are presented in 
Tables 20 and 21. The majority of the teachers in the study used the 
language laboratory for pronunciation and intonation drill, and for 
aural-oral tests and examinations. Of the 37 VIF teachers, 31 (83.8%) 
used tie language laboratory for pronunciation and intonation drill, 29 
(78.4%) for aural drill for the comprehension of the spoken language, 
2i/5e6)) (for aural drill, and 30 (81.1%) for aural-oral ‘tests, and 
examinations. Of the 62 E&P teachers, 48 (77.4%) used it for pronunci- 
ation and intonation drill, 55 (88.7%) for aural drill for the compre- 
hension of the spoken language, 51 (82.3%) for aural drill, and 49 (79%) 
for aural-oral tests and examinations. Of the 46 Ch.Fr. teachers, 30 
(65.2%) used it for pronunciation and intonation drill, 38 (82.6%) for 
aural drill for the comprehension of the spoken language, 27 (58.7%) for 
aural drill, and 33 (71.7%) for aural-oral tests and examinations. All 
four A-LM teachers used it for pronunciation and intonation drill, aural 
drill for the comprehension of the spoken language, and aural drill, 
while three used it for aural-oral tests and examinations. 

The language laboratory was used to a lesser degree for pronunci- 


ation and intonation drill and for aural drill by the Ch.Fr. teachers 


59 


7 
: 4 *) 
a mi A 
“i 
a 4 ; 
iG i 
@ ’ 


writen i iva ana 
edeoniiag Hinds un 2 a 
eng igahiienke Bice By 
notehade santos gripe Ba eet 
ies tee soba 
razor - oipeaup atin oF sh yon i, vate 
bare ond hi Peodteey Sagi t9 “ai totam lft | ; 
bra >, 124m yard) ind. se bsa tal te rove 
(A 28) TE er ateeerinly Ve Pes as op sao teins 8 em 
eo. Linr) neisenotnh hes geese tomo sy t (asta spar: 
ousisdasl jadog2, silt 2O 4107 satiate a) ony 70: Lea? : 
| a9 Leto ftatun tod (2h, CRY De Ea, Rime 
~tomuneta tot FF Gee Pet. Cee Sr p48 4o die i 
—iemod sdterer fbi Dargie or! tf “yy a2 (rite, 


(MEY! OF bie Lath Lee, tub. ies as 2" otequed se ot 
VE gexsiiiues mpi oe bi? Os ahora: bas a 
“a G05, 42) 2 EHnE Wo 1s cree bite Bai or ae 
ue fO0 2h) SS) Spedgaut nedons, boty tO poteneda yb badobe 
igh’. ereiaanainen bes send ligand saa noe ee sih @ 


Cases rials ahh bb bs rc fete oT ae beer 


<ppctuneeg 1B tar dsb x20 


eeetas? eh iw pity. ted 


TABLE 20. Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Language 


Laboratory Techniques Used by the Teachers of Specific 


Courses 
VIF E&P Che Pr. A-LM 
_ Technique n=37 n=62 n=46 =4 

F % F % F % Een 
a Si 83.8 48 77.4 30 65:2 Am 100 
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than by the other course teachers. This is understandable as Chiokr sis 
a senior course, and presumably students who have reached this level 
have already had this type of drill in earlier levels of French instruc- 
t10n. 

A number of the teachers used the language laboratory for 
aural-oral tests for reading comprehension. This technique was used by 
18 (48.6%) of the VIF teachers, 35 (56.5%) of the E&P teachers, 27 ($8.7%) 
of the Ch.Fr. teachers, and three of the A-LM teachers. 

Of those teachers indicating that they used language laboratory 
techniques other than those listed, a number specified that they played 
Songs, presented dialogues for initial drill, drilled) structures and 
grammar, and exercised the students' listening comprehension and fluency. 

When comparing the teachers on the basis of their attitudes toward 
the language laboratory, the majority still used it for pronunciation 
and intonation drill, aural drill for the comprehension of the spoken 


language, aural drill, and for aural-oral tests and examinations. 


Professtonal Preparation and Language Laboratory Use 


The high and the low attitude teacher groups were compared earlier 
on variables related to professional preparation. These included the 
number of years of teacher training, the number of years of teacher access 
to the language laboratory, the number of years of experience teaching 
French, the number of courses completed in French language and/or litera- 
ture courses, the number of curriculum and instruction courses completed 
in second language teaching, as well as the type of training teachers 


have had in language laboratory and audio-visual methods and materials. 
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No significant differences were found between the low and high atti- 
tude groups on all the variables, but one. The higher proportion of 
in-service training taken in audio-visual methods and materials was 
Significantly related (z = 1.99; p < 0.05) to the attitude of the low 
teacher group only. However, it must be remembered that audio-visual 
methods and materials does not necessarily include language laboratory 
training. 

For comparison vf teacher attitude and the actual manner of 
language laboratory use, the mid attitude teacher group was included. 

No differences were found to exist among the three teacher groups in the 
manner in which they used the language laboratory. 

Since no significant differences were found to exist between atti- 
tude and professional preparation, and between attitude and manner of 
use, it can be said that professional preparation of the teachers in this 


study did not influence their use of the language laboratory. 


Instructionally Related Data Pertatning to 
the Language Laboratory 


The frequencies and percentages of responses will be presented and 
discussed both for the teachers as a total group, and as the high, mid, 
and low attitude groups. 

To determine the extent to which teachers' professional knowledge 
with respect to the language laboratory had been improved, the following 
question was asked: 


Part IT, Question 8 


In which of the following activities related to improving your know- 


ledge of the French language and/or methodology have you participated 
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during the past five years? (Check as many as apply). 

a) summer school and/or evening classes 

b) institutes and/or workshops 

c) travel or study in a French-speaking area 

d) regular reading of professional journals, research reports, etc. 

e) others (please specify). 

The frequencies of responses to this question are presented in 
Table 22. Of the 89 teachers responding to this question, 49 (55.1%) 
had taken summer school and/or evening classes, 60 (67.4%) had attended 
institutes and/or workshops, 43 (48.3%) had travelled or studied in a 
French-speaking area, and 52 (58.4%) regularly read professional journals, 
rescaren ©Teports,, etc. 

Twenty-three (25.8%) indicated that they had participated in other 
activities, some of which consisted of fairly extensive reading in 
French, taking French extension courses, and observing other teachers. 
Several teachers had worked as language laboratory assistants while they 
were graduate students. One teacher had worked for the National Film 
Board, while another had taught in France. 

When comparing the teachers on the basis of their attitudes toward 
the language laboratory, some differences were noted among the groups. 
While 16 (64%) of the high attitude teachers and 18 (54.5%) of the low 
attitude teachers had attended institutes and/or workshops, 26 (83.9%) 
of the mid attitude teachers had done so. Eighteen (72%) of the high 
attitude teachers regularly read professional journals, research reports, 
etc., while 17 (54.8%) of the mid attitude teachers and 17 (51.5%) of 


the low attitude teachers did so. 
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TABLEM 22; 


Activity 


Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: 


Activities 


Related to the Teachers' Knowledge of the French Language 


and/or Methodology 
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Since a major advantage of the audio-active-compare language labora- 
tory is its ability to allow students to listen to themselves, the 
following question was asked: 

Part IV, Questton 6 

In general, what proportion of time your classes spend in the 
language lab is used for student recording? 

a) less than 20% 

b) 20 - 40% 

c) 40 - 60% 

d) more than 60%. 

Table=ZSe@presents the frequencies of<responses to this \question. 

No proportion of time for student recording appeared to be used more 
frequently than the others. Of the 89 teachers responding to this ques- 
tion, 25 (28.1%) spent less than 20% of their time in the language 
laboratory for student recording, 29 (32.6%) spent 20 to 40%, 20 (22.5%) 
spent 40 to 60%, and 15 (16.8%) spent more than 60%. What is encouraging 
here is that the recording facilities were being used by the students. 
Once the students record the master tape, they can then proceed at their 
own rate. 

Language laboratories have been criticized for down time. To deter- 
mine if this was a valid complaint the following question was asked: 

Part IV, Questton 7 

In general what proportion of time is your language lab inoperable 
(due to mechanical problems)? 

a) less than 10% 

b) 10 - 20% 

c) 20 - 30% 


d) more than 30%. 
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TABLE 23. Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Proportion of 


Language Laboratory Class Time Spent for Student Recording 


Time n=25 n=32 n=32 n=89 
F % % F % F % 
a 7 28.0 ae. fel 34.4 25 Zonk 
b i 28,0) 122) S70 10 Sle 29 5256 
c 5 20,0 Seco eU fi 21.9 20 2265 
d 6 24.0 See Abe 4 12-4 15 16.8 


TABLE 24. Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Proportion of 


Time the Language Laboratory is Inoperable 


High Mid Low Total 
Time n=26 n=32 n=32 n=90 
oo Lae a DR ca IOI etc ae se oi Sh ote ES AG ea bee 
F % F % F % F % 
a 24 a2 BO bat 9S. 7 28 87.4 82 orl 
b 0 0.0 0 0.0 Z eres: 2 Zug 
fe 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
d 2 Veeck 2 Geo Z O55 6 One 


67 


‘ s ’ hot ; 
Oy 7p jpres. t2g2nagean 18 zagacn ae whe! st ae 


4\ deyed fang rad ‘Age aynen saa wink 


’) 


68 


Table 24 presents the frequencies of responses to this question. Of 
the 90 teachers responding, 82 (91.1%) indicated that the language labo- 
ratory was inoperable less than 10% of the time, two (2.2%) indicated 
that it was inoperable 10 to 20% of the time, while six (6.7%) indicated 
it was inoperable more than 30% of the time. 

Two of the teachers who indicated that the language laboratory was 
inoperable more than 30% of the time were situated in schools where their 
colleagues indicated it was inoperable less than 10% of the time. One 
could speculate here that these teachers had experienced frequent 
mechanical problems and could at times not complete their work. In 
actual fact, one of these teachers did indicate on a later question that 
the equipment was poorly maintained. 

Teachers have complained in the past that the effective use of the 
language laboratory requires a great deal of preparation time. To see 
how much time is actually spent in preparation, the following question 
was asked: | 

Parr, Quesrion 6 

What proportion of your preparation time for French do you devote to 
materials for use in the lab? 

a) less than 20% 

b) 20 - 40% 

c) 40 - 60% 

d) more than 60%. 

The frequencies of responses to this question are presented in 
Table 25. Of the 90 teachers responding, 62 (68.9%) indicated that less 
than 20% of their preparation time for French was devoted to materials 


for use in the language laboratory. While none of the low or mid 
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TABLE «25 < 


Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Proportion of 
French Preparation Time Devoted to Language Laboratory 
Materials 

High Mid Low Total 

n=26 n=32 n=32 n=90 

i I ee Cie eR ee ee ee ee 

F % F % F F % 
16 6.5 22 68.57 24 oe 62 68.9 
SD 1S TSS 10 A eye) 8 250 Be) 25.0 
3 ala pS 0 0.0 0 3 ae: 
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attitude teachers devoted more than 40% of their French preparation time 
to laboratory materials, 5 (19.3%) of the high attitude teachers did. 

Availability of software may influence the teachers' attitudes. 
The following question was asked in an attempt to determine the sources 
of this material: 

Part IV, Question 9 

Where do you get the materials you use in the lab? (Check as many 
as apply). 

a) prepared by me 

b) prepared by me in cooperation with my colleagues 

c) commercially prepared recordings 

d) recordings prepared by my school district 

e) recordings made: available by the Department of Education 

f) recordings borrowed or rented from other schools 

PmOCiersm( DLease Speci ty). 

The frequencies of responses are presented in Table 26. Of the 90 
teachers responding, 82 (91.1%) used commercially prepared recordings, 
and 68 (75.6%) prepared their own materials. Of the 26 high attitude 
teachers, 22 (84.6%) prepared their own materials as compared with 22 
(68.7%) of the mid attitude teachers, and 24 (75%) of the low attitude 
teachers. 

The teachers' perception of the utility of the language laboratory 
in achieving program goals was sought in the question below: 

Part IV, Questton 10 

How helpful is the lab in developing the following skills? Please 


use the following scale: qd for not helpful 
2 for moderately helpful 


3 for very helpful 


tb 


heh es edagsy inburt by a qin ae 28) Bi 
a a its 57 sid nay va ender He 


, eins 123 


ri -§ é. ) ay Pe 
py iege) Ste SHEED Sh ‘oO? We Iee ie. are ‘Sana Vay coh rep 


rant 28) Ags) fed lt ih aaa Oe Geen Sey" 


ligase own Haiw ROLPeTseoos 72 Se “fal ree ; 

OA at [22 DST Mire my, [Ri S) iS (4 

so \S4Etb (ldense on kt |! Katy yn pease 

> Raul: Ser Ree at ihe Vs OS Payee a1 “a =a ke oie ; 


v iL 


>| coNom SSAdH mote: Db TeT 2 keweTtos er ae 
. - : oe a © 
WF tows ig Sog | ere ev 
“Qe, dh 79.4 pat whdal i he weahy ays coer ies! so 


gyi ove cep. Sorte cope CNG E SA Spaeen BORE iy 8. re Ritlaeyean s 


lite itt gtr 2s a ani Piape 1 ad waa Nowa ier a by 


Ct ifs Ly lb arangge3 oh eal dteag eal bovegstn Ged MT igs +! 


~~ 


etirrbionk gol SAF te (ean % Bi, eyes iS ee eta om alte 


a] 


kero¥ tI ¢ ete | outs Ds caheae arty’ Thi pwitqoowhe cae . 
Wo fed node me oi ae abe. a hg elk lad V8 LIGA (f 


IR 


TABLE 26. Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Sources of 


Language Laboratory Materials 


ee ————— —————e— eee 


High Mid Low Total 

Source n=26 n=32 n=32 n=90 
F % F % F % F % 
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a) pronunciation and intonation 

BD) oral, facility. 

Sieaural facilaty (understanding the spoken language) 

d) conversation 

e) cultural understanding 

f) reading ability 

g) writing ability 

h) others (please specify). 

Table 27 presents the frequencies of responses to this question. 
For the first three language skills listed, the majority of the teachers 
felt the language laboratory was moderately or very helpful. The low, 
mid, and high attitude teachers felt this way about the skills of pronunci- 
ation and intonation, and aural facility. However, while 19 (73.1%) of 
the high attitude teachers indicated that the language laboratory was 
very helpful in developing oral facility, 12 (38.7%) of the mid attitude 
teachers and only 8 (24.2%). of the low attitude teachers felt this to 
be ehe=case.. 

In developing the skill of conversation, 23 (69.7%) of the low 
attitude teachers indicated that the language laboratory was not helpful, 
while 13 (41.9%) of the mid attitude teachers, and 6 (23.1%) of the high 
attitude teachers agreed. None of the mid or low attitude teachers 
found the language laboratory to be very helpful in developing conversa- 
tion, but 5 (19.2%) of the high attitude teachers did. While 23 (74.2%) 
of the low attitude teachers indicated that the language laboratory was 


not helpful in developing cultural understanding, only 11 (42.3%) of the 


high attitude teachers felt the same. 
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The language laboratory was considered moderately helpful in develop- 


ing reading ability by 45 (51.1%) of all the teachers, but in developing 
writing ability by only 21 (23.9%) of the teachers. The majority of the 
Peacners, that 4s, 64'°(7277%)); felt the language laboratory was not 
helpful in developing writing ability. 

A number of other skills for which the language laboratory was very 
helpful were added by a number of teachers. These were the memorization 
of materials, grammatical structures, and oral examinations. 

To determine the problems encountered in language laboratory use by 
the teachers, the following question was asked: 

Carel V.. GUCSELON 11 

Following are some of the problems you may have experienced (or are 
experiencing) in the use of the language lab. Rate them by using the 


following scale: 1 for no problem 
2 for a moderately serious problem 


3 for a very serious problem 


a) I am not convinced of the effectiveness of the lab as a teaching 


aelaes 


b) I find it difficult. to try mew ideas, procedures; and techniques. 


c) I find it difficult to maintain discipline while working at the 
console. 

d) I find it difficult to maintain class interest in lab practice. 

e) I find the lab difficult to operate. 

f) I find the equipment is poorly maintained. 

g) I find that there are not enough booths to accommodate all the 
students in some of the classes. 


h) I find the lab schedule awkward. 
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i) I find the lab too far from the classroom resulting in much time 

loss “for migration. 

j) I find I do not have enough time to complete the objectives of 

the course. 

k) I find the lab materials we have in our school inadequate. 

1) I find I do not have time to prepare practice tapes myself. 

m) I find it difficult to prepare aural-oral tests. 

n) I find it difficult to integrate lab work with class work. 

0) I lack the knowledge in effective lab technique. 

p) others (please specify). 

The responses are presented in Table 28. Not being convinced of 
the Breer iveness of the language laboratory presented no problem for 
the majority of the high and mid attitude teachers. Only 21 (67.6%) of 
the low attitude teachers indicated no problem here. While only 2 
(7.7%) of the high attitude teachers indicated that their difficulty in 
presenting new ideas, procedures, and techniques was a moderately serious 
problem, 8 (25%) of the mid attitude teachers, and 9 (29%) of the low 
attitude teachers found this to be a moderately serious problem, whereas 
5 (16.2%) of the low attitude teachers found it to be a very serious 
problem. 

Maintaining class discipline did not present a problem for the 
majority of the teachers. Maintaining class interest in language 
laboratory practice was a moderately serious problem for 37 (41.5%) of 
the teachers. The high attitude group did not find this to be a problem; 
Rowever, 19 (59.4%) of the mid attitude group and 17 (54.8%) of the low 


group found it to be a moderately serious problem. 
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The majority of the teachers found no difficulty with the opera- 
tion of the language laboratory, with the lack of enough booths, with 
the schedule, or with the location of the language laboratory. Equip- 


ment maintenance did present a moderately serious problem for 11 
(35.5%) of the low attitude teachers, and a very serious problem for 


7 (22.6%) of them. Only 5 (19.2%) of the high attitude teachers and 


5 (15.6%) of the mid attitude teachers considered equipment maintenance 
a moderately serious problem. It should be mentioned here that al- 
though the number of booths in the language laboratory did not present 
a problem for 77 (86.5%) of all the teachers, 7 (7.9%) found it to be 
a moderately serious problem, and 5 (5.6%) found it to be a very 
serious problem. It can be assumed that if a language laboratory has 
fewer booths than students in a particular class, that class may use 
the language laboratory only on days when a sufficient number of 
students is absent. The language laboratory's proximity to the 
language classroom may have a similar effect upon the frequency of 
language laboratory use. Although 75 (84.3%) of the teachers did not 
find this to be a problem, 10 (11.2%) found it to be a moderately 
serious problem, and 4 (4.5%) found it to be a very serious problem. 
If classes take too much time to get to the language laboratory, they 
may not get to use it as frequently as they would were it situated 
closer to the language classroom. 

Not having enough time to complete the objectives of their courses 


was a moderately serious problem for 30 (33.7%) of the teachers, and a 


very serious problem for 15 (16.9%). One could be justified in 


assuming that when time is at a premium, use of the language laboratory 


may become less frequent. 
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The inadequacy of language laboratory materials was a moderately 
Serious problem for 22 (24.7%) of the teachers, and a very serious 
problem for 9 (10.2%). Not having the time to prepare practice tapes 
themselves was a moderately serious problem for 34 (38.2%) of the 
teachers, and a very serious problem for 36 (40.4%). Preparation of 
aural-oral tests was a moderately serious problem for 39 (43.8%) of 
the teachers, and a very serious problem for 11 (12.4%). 

Difficulty in integrating laboratory work with class work pre- 
sented no problem to the majority of the teachers. The lack of know- 
ledge in effective language laboratory techniques was not a problem 
for 22 (84.7%) of the high attitude teachers, while it was a moderately 
serious problem for 11 (34.4%) of the mid attitude teachers and 10 
(32.3%) of the low attitude teachers. 

Only three low attitude teachers indicated that they had other 
very serious problems. These involved the preparation of grammar 
drills, the mechanical and technical inadequacy of the equipment, and 
the premise that students would use the equipment adequately. 

Reactions of a more general nature were sought in the following 
questions: 

Part V, Questions 1, 2, and 3 

The results for the following three questions are presented in 
dable 29; 

Teo you feel vthe leneuace lab causes the quality of your 

language instruction to 
a) improve, 
b) deteriorate, or 


c) remain the same? 
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The quality of their language instruction was improved for 82 
(90.1%) of all the teachers. While 8 (24.2%) of the low attitude 
teachers indicated that the quality of their instruction remained the 
Same, only 1 (3.6%) of the mid attitude teachers and none of the high 
attitude teachers felt this way. No teachers felt that the language 
laboratory caused the quality of their language instruction to 
deteriorate. 

2. Do you feel the language lab causes your work load to 

a) increase, 
b) decrease, or 
c) remain the same? 

The language laboratory increased the work load for 38 (41.8%) of 
all the teachers, decreased it for 14 (15.4%), and did not change it 
for 39 (42.8%) of them. That more teachers did not find their work 
load increased is very interesting as earlier 75.6% of the teachers had 
indicated that they prepared their own practice tapes, and that they 
experienced difficulty in doing this work. 

3. Do you feel the language lab 

ane lps., 
Dy handers,., OF. 
c) does not affect the learning of French for students? 

Eighty-six (93.4%) of all the teachers felt the language labora- 
tory helped the students to learn French. The 5 (6.6%) of the teachers 
who indicated that the language laboratory did not affect the learning 
of French for students were all low attitude teachers. No teachers 


felt the language laboratory to be a hindrance to the students in their 


learning of French. 
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Part V, Questton 4 
Does your school employ a language lab aide? 
a) yes (full-time) 
b) yes (part-time) 
@) n0x« 
The results for this question are presented in Table 30. Of the 
91 teachers in this study, 51 (56%) had no language laboratory aide, 
30 (33%) had a part-time aide, and 10 (11%) had a full-time aide. 
These language laboratory aides were employed in 10 schools, all of 
which were part of one large urban school district. Only two ae these 
schools employed full-time aides. 
Part V, Questions 5 and 6 
The results for the following two questions are presented in 
Tabi 1:1. 
5; Do you feel the continued use of the lab is) justitied? 
a) yes 
by eno. 
Eighty-eight (96.7%) of all the teachers indicated yes. Not 


unexpectedly, the three teachers who felt that the continued use of 


81 


the language laboratory was not justified were all low attitude teachers. 


6. Do you feel pre-service and in-service education especially 
devoted to language lab methods and techniques is vital for second 
language teachers? 

a) yes 


Deno. 


Eighty-two (90.1%) of all the teachers indicated yes. In answering 


this question, a number of teachers indicated that "vital" was perhaps 
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Aides 


Full-time 
Part-time 


None 


Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: 
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Proportion of 


Teachers Having Full-time Aides, Part-time Aides, and No 


Aides 
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too strong a word, and that words such as "needed" or "important'' could 


be substituted. 


Summary of Teachers' Recommendations 
and Comments 


Recommendations for In-service 


The teachers in this study recommended a variety of topics for 
discussion at in-service sessions, workshops, and institutes on langu- 
age laboratory use. These topics dealt with four areas of concern. 

The most frequently recommended topic for discussion was testing 
in the language laboratory. Teachers wanted to learn how to prepare 
laboratory tests and which testing techniques were most effective in 
the language laboratory. 

The preparation of tapes which could add variety to language lab- 
oratory programs was the second most frequently recommended topic. A 
number of teachers indicated that they would like to learn to coordi- 
nate efforts aimed at preparing language laboratory materials. A 
number of teachers were interested in learning to develop materials 
which would help to stimulate the students' conversational ability, and 
to enhance the students' cultural development. Several teachers went 
on further to suggest that a clearing house for ideas and prepared 
materials for the language laboratory be established at some central 
location, enabling teachers to make use of these ideas and materials, 


and to even help set up a language laboratory materials library in 


their own schools. 
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The technical operation and basic maintenance of the language lab- 
oratory was another topic of interest. Teachers wanted to have dis- 
cussed the detailed instructions about all the possible functions of 
the language laboratory, recording techniques, monitoring, and identify- 
ing mechanical problems. One teacher even suggested that all second 
language teachers be given quick refresher courses in language labora- 
tory maintenance at the beginning of every school year. 

The topic of individualized instruction was of interest to a good 
number of teachers. Here teachers wanted to see discussed the 
scheduling and supervision of the language laboratory for maximum 


efficiency for student use both during and outside of class time. 


Additional Comments and Suggesttons 


Many of the teachers took time to make a variety of comments and 
suggestions regarding the use of the language laboratory. One teacher 
in particular provided a very comprehensive list of suggestions. They 
are quoted Nere. 


We must [as a system]: 


1) hire qualified lab aides for routine maintenance; 
2) have regular maintenance from downtown service personnel; 


3) buy only student~proof equipment ; 
4) consult teachers in a school regarding layout of the lab; 
5) provide sufficient ancillary space (storage, recording room, 


Oprice,). ies 
6) release 1 teacher/period for lab supervision and preparation 


of materials, and i, 
7) locate all language classrooms in close proximity to lab 


(no stairs). 


The need for assistance with the routine maintenance, scheduling, 


and supervision of the language laboratory, as well as preparation of 


@ 


4 


| eye 


7 


7 


éobh > Lwtrhy Stay 
© hoy ibe 
fine jwiniaay fea SRE anlieo> 
ry too 9 os, nave Aaeers Si 
cy gu) Wated 2onNGD i viet Shen dstee 
Cy "¢ onentae, os a] Ue Qe Lic! Noe 
Snoh | 33 ‘oak in Raw Veit oar Tad hie) 
+ haus robe waz, Oz ie yrney & <gutc fad 
eat a anata eg Whee ant t4 
i au) 495 Une Died  slgo! 
‘ Ace) a 
14 Senne gy LO Ye ye s/t 23 EET), #46 
ii} “' OS et ‘mpalieutl oth? “tn 4 
. . . 
at sage 
} i 
a 
| < Sonya ar. on 
prongs Foxe iae nates 
Ppa sabe ig, pe 


Bay a Zh et ic 
A 


oe gly 
tos irinageita” i 


da | oF ¢ 


a, 


va _ 


geet nea a8 Senin 
to nie ha uy . ew. de 


ui iy en) “2 4 ¥ 


oat 


7 


rh te 
ecg it 2 am! Sr eqbihs indies estaba! ba 


4 


be abi om n vitilane 


pg Ue rer Pr 5 aw i 
= pant eo Hie “ee 
Bee Lief. htc ox bs 


issue |; mi es | 2 


Proc ‘i 
Son \ 


i DSuit e' samy | 
Jd re 2 | vdohes " 


melt Sd 
Sy Shel Syl AQIORRCY. ey + oat kung aadee 


ee oa 


atts Lea ‘fae 


ay “a Siete 


wits 25 ODE 


w 


Peqyoe Cay We 


CULMaR. +3 


a ~ 


te Hireniehie de 


Bi a 


my Bs oe 0, 


ee 
ve 


ji ty, 


86 


materials for language laboratory use, was frequently expressed. A 


number are quoted: 

aS our school Board does not realize the time 
necessary to develop a functioning, efficient lab. 
Teachers require at least one 40 minute period 
together to make tapes, coordinate programs, mark 
tapes, make oral comprehension and production tests, 
dictees, etc. Or a central department could make 
tapes for us. At any rate at least one teacher in 
the school should have time to coordinate the lab 
and look after maintenance (with lab assistants or 
Student aides)." 


"Having worked without a full-time assistant and with 
one, 1 feel this’ is one of the most important factors. 
For the first time we as teachers have been freed from 
the routine maintenance and technical tasks and can 
give our full attention to helping the students. Our 
assistant sets up the programs, tapes library tapes 
for us and does so many "little'’ things that it is 
marvellous! No comparison to the other years." 


A number of teachers indicated that their equipment was good in 
scope but mechanically poor. Because of this, a number of booths were 
frequently out of order. An example of a mechanical problem is 
presented: 

"Failure to erase, resulting in reserve programs being 
superimposed is a constant curse. About 1/3 of the 
student booths are usually inactive because of this." 

It was suggested that students must understand the functions of 
the language laboratory and that their time there is not a play period. 

"Tt seems almost imperative to instruct students (during 
the first month of school) in the efficient use of the 
equipment and simple maintenance chores. They must be 


made to feel important (privileged), responsible." 


"The lab seems most satisfactorily insured if the students 
have the mechanics and use of it demonstrated." 


Teachers did not seem to be particularly concerned about the layout 


of the language laboratory or the lack of ancillary space. A number did 
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complain about the location of the language laboratory, and that at 


times it was used by teachers of other subjects such as English7or 


Shorthand. It was suggested that language laboratories would be more 


useful if teachers had been consulted about. the equipment beforehand. 


Cineour: Lab 
never used 


there are expensive facilities that are 
and some things (such as a master switch 


to stop all machines) that do not exist that would 
be useful for testing purposes." 


Interestingly enough, a number of teachers felt that it is the 


student himself who 


"Ultimately 
useful the 


"Motivation 
factor for 


makes the language laboratory class a success. 


it is the student who decides just how 
Tapswilisbe to Nimeorenern. 


on the part of the student is the prime 
correct use. of thes lab 3% 


"With groups of kids with negative or indifferent 


attitudes, 
of time." 


it [the language laboratory] is a waste 


"In my opinion, lab work requires great patience, 
concentration, and motivation (on the part of the 


student) ." 
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Chapter V 


SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS, 
AND FURTHER RESEARCH 


Summary 


Procedure 


The study was undertaken in order to determine if there exists 
any relationship between the following variables: 
1) teacher attitude toward the language laboratory and their 
professional preparation in its use, 
2) teacher attitude toward the language laboratory and the manner 
in which they use it, and 
3) professional preparation of teachers in language laboratory 
use and the manner in which they use it. 
In addition to these, the study sought to determine the nature of future 
pre-service and in-service programs in language laboratory techniques. 
All teachers involved in the instruction of French courses during 
the 1971-72 school year in 17 selected school districts or divisions 
having schools with audio-active-compare language laboratory installa- 
tions were selected for participation in the study. In the 37 schools 
having these installations, 109 teachers were involved in French 


instruction. From these 109 teachers, 91 completed questionnaires were 


obtained. 


The questionnaire dealt with five areas of concern: a) actual 
teaching situation; b) professional preparation and classroom and 


language laboratory experience; c) teacher attitude toward the language 
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daboratory; d) actual laboratory use along with other instructional data 
relating to its use, and e) teachers’ recommendations for in-service 
programs in language laboratory techniques. 

Teachers were asked to respond to the questionnaire on the basis 
of the work done during the 1971-72 school year. Statistical treat- 
ment was carried out on the 2l-point semantic differential scale which 
measured their attitudes toward the language laboratory, and on key 
questions related to their professional preparation in its use. 

Based on the range and frequency distribution of their total 
scores on the semantic differential scale, the teachers were divided 
into high, mid, and low attitude groups. To obtain the factor scores, 
the intercorrelations among the 21 scales were subjected to a principal 
components analysis followed by a varimax rotation. 

To obtain information regarding the three attitude groups, general 
mean scores and variances were calculated for the total scores on the 
semantic differential. To uncover differences in the means for the 
three groups, a one-way analysis of variance was carried out. Scheffés 
multiple comparison of means was carried out to disclose which pairs of 
group means were significantly different. 

In order to determine the specific characteristics of the polarized 
attitude groups, the mid group was eliminated from further statistical 
analyses to be used again in the discussion of the descriptive data 
on the questionnaire. Seven hypotheses were postulated, all of which 
dealt with the comparison of the high and low attitude teacher groups 
on variables related to teacher preparation in language laboratory use. 


Hypothesis 1.1 dealt with the number of years of training beyond high 
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school; Hypothesis 1.2 with the number of years of teaching experience; 
Hypothesis 1.3 with the number of years of teacher access to the 
language laboratory; Hypothesis 1.4 with the number of French language 
and/or literature courses completed at the university level; Hypothesis 
1.5 with the number of curriculum and instruction courses completed in 
second language teaching; Hypothesis 1.6 with the type of training com- 
pleted in language laboratory methods and materials, and Hypothesis 1.7 
with the type of training completed in audio-visual methods and 
materials. 

The Chi-square test was used to test the significance of the com- 
Dagasons Of the’ two attitude groups. on Hypotheses 17 (1f 1.2.13) 1.4; 
and 1.5. The Fisher z test was used to test the significance of the 
differences between proportions for Hypotheses 1.6 and 1.7. 

For the descriptive data on the questionnaire, the frequencies and 
percentages of responses were tabulated and analyzed, whenever possible, 
onethe basis-of the courses taught, the three,attitude groups, and) the 


total group. 


Results 


As a result of the principal components analysis on the semantic 
differential scale, three primary factors emerged accounting for 50% of 


trace. Factor I appeared to reveal the evaluative dimension, Factor II 


the potency dimension, and Factor III the activity dimension, with the 
evaluative dimension accounting for over one-half of the common vari- 


ance. This is not surprising as asking the teachers to indicate their 


attitudes toward the language laboratory was essentially asking them to 


evaluate it on the basis of their perceptions as to its usefulness in 
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second language instruction. 

The one-way analysis of variance for the high, mid, and low atti- 
tude teacher groups revealed a Statistically significant difference 
between the groups on their attitude toward the language laboratory. 
The results of Scheffé's multiple comparison of means revealed that all 
three pairs of group means were significantly different. This analysis 
indicated that the three groups of teachers in fact viewed the language 
laboratory differently. A limitation here was a lack of homogeneity of 
the variances of the three attitude groups preventing further compari- 
son by analysis of variance. As a result the mid attitude group was 
dropped from further parametric analyses. In order that further 
comparisons between the two remaining teacher groups be continued, the 


Chi-square test and the Fisher z test had to be used. 


Attitude versus professtonal preparatton. The comparison of the 
high and low attitude teacher groups on the number of years of training, 
the number of years of experience teaching French, the number of teacher 
years of access to the language laboratory, the number of French 
language and/or literature courses completed, and the number of curri- 
culum and instruction courses completed in second language teaching 
revealed no significant differences. It can be concluded that teacher 
attitude toward the language laboratory as measured by the semantic 


differential and their professtonal preparation and expertence. are not 
related. 
son of the high and low attitude teacher groups on the 


The compari 


type of training they had completed in language laboratory methods and 


materials revealed no significant differences in favor of either group. 
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As no significant differences were found between attitude and the number 
of curriculum and instruction courses completed in second language 
teaching where some training in laboratory techniques is usually given, 
these results are not surprising. However, the comparison of the high 
and low attitude teacher groups on the type of audio-visual training 
they had completed revealed a significant difference for the low atti- 
tude group. The higher proportion of the low attitude group having 
completed in-service training in audio-visual methods and materials 
Beveated. a Significant. difference (z - 1-99; "p'<10.05), "One could 
speculate that having been exposed to the merits of a variety of instruc- 
tional media and how they could enhance instructional methods may have 
had a negative effect upon the teachers' orientation toward the language 


laboratory which was considered narrower in scope than other media. 


Attitude and language laboratory use. In order to describe the 
sample of the teachers in this study as fully .as possible, the mid 
attitude teacher group was included in the discussion of the descrip- 
tive data on the questionnaire. Regarding language laboratory use, 
teachers tended to respond to the various items in a similar manner, 
regardless of their attitudes toward the language laboratory, or the 
actual French course or courses they taught. 

Presented here is a summary of their responses: 

1. The objectives of teaching French as perceived by the teachers 
were comprehension of the spoken language, oral proficiency in the 
language, reading ability, and writing ability. 

2. With the exception of one teacher, all the teachers used the 


language laboratory, nine out of ten of whom used it on a regular basis. 
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Teachers tended to use it once or twice per week, using from 20 to 60% 
of the total class period to do so. 

3. Teachers used the language laboratory most frequently as a 
practice lab, as an integral part of the classroom (lab work is inte- 
gmated with) the’course) , and’ forvoral ‘testing. 

4. The techniques of teaching used most frequently in the language 
laboratory were pronunciation and intonation drill, aural drill for the 
comprehension of the spoken language, aural-oral tests and examinations, 
and to a lesser degree for aural-oral tests in reading comprehension. 

It can be eoneluded that teacher attitude toward the language 
laboratory as measured by the semantic differential scale and the manner 
tn which teachers use the laboratory are not related. Perhaps it is 
that the structure of the courses themselves plays a role in how the 
language laboratory is used. With the exception of the A-LM course 
which emphasizes individual progress, French courses tend to be highly 
structured. The material introduced in the classroom each day needs to 
be drilled or practised. The place where this can be done most effi- 
ciently is the language laboratory. The teacher cannot give sufficient 
practice time to each student in the second language class as time does 
not allow it. Oral testing in the language classroom is impossible as 
each individual must be tested a number of times during each course in 
order that the teacher can determine how well his students can perform 
in the oral aspects of the language. The language laboratory allows the 
teacher the opportunity to test a whole class in a class period, and 


then check the individual tapes at a later time. 


Professional preparation and Language laboratory use. On the basis 


of the acceptance of all the null hypotheses but 1.7 where a significant 
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difference was found to exist for the low attitude teacher group on the 
in-service training they had completed in audio-visual methods and mate- 
rials, and the similar manner of language laboratory use indicated by 

the teachers despite differences in their general attitudes toward the 
language laboratory, it can be concluded that professional preparation 
tn language laboratory methods and matertals and the manner in whtch 
teachers use the laboratory are not related. The specific content of the 
language laboratory component of training was not checked. It may be 
that variation in such content accounts for this lack of effect. 

The questionnaire is a self-report. It is very dependent upon how 
teachers interpret the items. There likely were differences of usage 
influenced by the professional preparation of teachers; however, the 
questionnaire in this study was not able to obtain these differences as 
the categories relating to laboratory usage were broad. An observational 
study and/or in-depth interviews of teachers in order to determine dif- 
ferent patterns of laboratory use might more clearly show a relationship 


between professional preparation and actual manner of language laboratory 


use. 


Additional instructionally related data. In trying to improve their 
knowledge of the French language and/or methodology, over one-half of the 
teachers indicated that in the last five years they had taken summer 
and/or evening courses, and regularly read journals, research reports, 
etc. Two-thirds of the teachers had attended institutes and/or workshops. 

Commercially prepared materials were used by nearly all the teachers. 
However, three-fourths of the teachers did prepare their own materials. 


This is very interesting as the majority of the teachers had indicated 
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that they spent less than 20% of their preparation time for French on 
language laboratory materials. It may be that "preparation time for 
French" was interpreted differently by individual teachers. Some may 
have thought of it as the time they use for preparation for French both 
during and outside of school time. 

The skills that the majority of the teachers felt the language 
laboratory was most helpful in developing were pronunciation and into- 
nation, oral facility, and aural facility (understanding the spoken 
language). 

The problems most frequently experienced in the language laboratory 
were the lack of time, to prepare practice tapes), the preparation of 
aural-oral tests, the lack of time to complete course objectives, and 
maintaining class interest in laboratory practice. It should be men- 
tioned that the low attitude teachers in particular found that they 
lacked the time to complete the course objectives. As well, maintaining 
class interest was a problem for over one-half of the mid and low atti- 
tude teachers, while it was not a problem for any but one of the high 
attitude teachers. 

Equipment maintenance presented a problem for one-third of the 
teachers. Although the majority of the teachers had indicated that the 
language laboratory was inoperable less than 10% of the time, they very 
likely experienced a variety of problems which could be attributed to 


poor maintenance. 


Nearly one-half of the low attitude teachers indicated that it was 
difficult for them to try new ideas, procedures, and techniques, and that 


they lacked the knowledge in effective laboratory techniques. One could 


venture to say that because these teachers have a negative orientation 
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toward the language laboratory, they cannot experience success during 
laboratory sessions. As this lack of success in the laboratory is often 
apparent, they probably feel discouraged and ineffectual. 

Only eight of the 37 schools in this study employed language lab- 
oratory aides. Of these eight schools, only two had full-time aides. 
However, these aides assisted four out of ten teachers in the study. 

The majority of the teachers felt that the language laboratory 
caused language instructions to improve, and that it helped the students 
to learn French. Virtually all the teachers indicated that the contin- 
ued sue of the language laboratory was justified. Interestingly enough, 
teachers were divided on the question of work load, with four out of 
ten teachers indicating that it was increased by the laboratory, and 
four out of ten indicating that it remained the same. 

Pre-service and in-service education especially devoted to language 
laboratory methods and techniques was considered vital by the majority 
of the teachers. As in-service topics, the teachers wanted to see the 
following topics discussed: testing, the preparation of laboratory 
materials, the technical operation and basic maintenance of the equip- 


ment, and individualized instruction in the language laboratory. 


Implications and Recommendations 


Second language educators have repeatedly indicated that attitude 
plays an important role in the effective implementation of the language 
laboratory. Studies carried out by Hocking (1968), Lorge (1964), and 
Smith et al. (1969) indicated that students' attitudes toward the 


language laboratory were a reflection not only of their teachers' 
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attitudes toward it, but also of the techniques of teaching employed in 
it, and the ease with which the equipment was handled bythe teachers. 

Smith et al. (1970) assessed teachers' attitudes toward language 
laboratory equipment and materials. As with the study carried out by 
Smith et al., the findings of which revealed that the teachers' atti- 
tudes were not related to their use of the equipment, the present study 
also failed to reveai significant relationships between teacher atti- 
tude and language laboratory usage. Regardless of their attitudes 
toward it or their professional preparation in its use, teachers tended 
to use it primarily for practising the material presented in class and 
for testing. The use of the semantic differential technique to charac- 
terize the teachers into groups as to their attitudes toward the 
language laboratory was not particularly successful in sorting out 
patterns of laboratory usage. 

As the data gathering for the present study was carried out in the 
spring of 1972, certain factors must be considered. The teachers 
involved in language laboratory instruction had been trained in the 
audio-lingual approach in second language teaching. This approach views 
the function of the language laboratory as that of strengthening the 
habits first formed in the class. Therefore, work in the laboratory 
revolves around pattern practice and structural drills. This approach 
was in fact being used by the teachers. Teaching training has subse- 
quently moved to a more eclectic approach. 

The length of time that the audio-active-compare language labora- 
tory installation had been in use in Alberta high schools prior to the 


data gathering of the present study may be of importance. In 1972, 
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this type of installation would have been in the high schools an average 
of three years. The teacher involved in language laboratory instruction 
had perhaps not as yet had the opportunity or the confidence to exploit 
all the potential functions of this type of language laboratory. This 
may be eSpecially the case in the higher level courses where the mechan- 
ical aspects of laboratory work could give way to approaches which 
foster communication-type skills. Whether these communication-related 
approaches can be effectively implemented in the laboratory, or whether 
they are in fact being implemented, is a subject for further follow-up 
mesearch, 

The results of this study have the following implications for 
educators of future second language teachers and for administrators. 

In spite of the controversy regarding the contribution of the language 
laboratory toward second language instruction, all but one of the 
teachers in this study did use the language laboratory, the majority 
of them on a regular basis. This seems to indicate that the language 
laboratory has become an integral part of the second language program 
in their schools. It, like many teaching aids which provide interest 
and variety to the learning process, is accepted and used by teachers 
who expect it to be helpful. 

No matter what attitudes they held toward the language laboratory, 
the majority of the teachers indicated that pre-service and in-service 
training in laboratory methods and materials was necessary. Future 
second language teachers must be made familiar with the language labora- 
tory and shown the effective use of it. The responsibility for doing 


this lies with their educators and the curriculum and instruction 
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courses in second language teaching. These courses must devote a suffi- 
cient amount of time to instruction in effective language laboratory 
techniques. They must prepare teachers to work with the language 
laboratory as a purposeful instrument of learning. Indeed, future 
teachers should spend a portion of their practicum time teaching in the 
language laboratory. 

Cooperative arrangements could be made between universities and 
schools to provide in-service assistance in language laboratory tech- 
niques to teachers. Schools could be provided with information 
regarding materials available, recent research findings, and new 
approaches to language laboratory instruction. This is especially the 
case because of the emphasis placed upon individualized instruction 
in current second language courses. The language laboratory is essen- 
tial to this approach as the equipment is designed for private and 
independent practice. Students must be trained by the teachers in the 
operation of the laboratory in order that they can proceed with their 
individual progress. Teachers who have received training in the 
instruction of language laboratory classes must be given in-service 
training in the use of the language laboratory for individualized 
instruction. 

In view of the fact that many language laboratories in Alberta 
have been in operation for well over a decade, they are now being 


updated and in some cases replaced by more technologically advanced 


laboratory installations. Teachers must be given the opportunity to 


share in some of the decision-making regarding the selection of the 


equipment. It must be selected with a great deal of foresight in order 
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that it will meet the needs of the teachers, the students, and the 
school itself. Consultation with teachers who have had experience in 
language laboratory use may prevent the unnecessary costs incurred 
when equipment with functions which are rarely or never used is pur- 
chased. The location of the language laboratory in the school, the 
physical layout of the laboratory classroom, the type of storage 
Space required for laboratory materials are all matters on which 
teachers could be consulted. Teacher participation in these types of 
decisions may result in a more positive attitude toward the language 


laboratory on the part of all the teachers who use it. 


For Further Research 


As a result of the findings of the present study, the following 
related topics may be appropriate as the focus of further investigation: 
1. Since the present study was conducted based on commercial 
programs which are now being replaced, it might be replicated using the 

current curriculum in French. 

2. Since the present study was conducted with only teachers of 
French in high schools with audio-active-compare language laboratory 
installations, it might be replicated under other conditions — with 
teachers of German, Ukrainian, or Spanish, with different grade levels, 
and in schools with other types of laboratory installations. 

3. A similar study using Likert-type attitude measures might be 


conducted. The attitudes of the teachers could be related to observed 


uses of the language laboratory. 
4. <A longitudinal development study, i.€,, One spanning the tarst 


three years of a teacher's career, might be conducted to determine how 
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attitude patterns emerge, how they are related to language laboratory 
usage, and student response. 

59. A study of how teacher attitude is related to student attitude 
as it relates to grade levels on a maturational framework might be 
conducted. 

6. A study, perhaps by means of classroom observational schedules, 
of the actual instructional techniques employed by second language 
teachers may reveal the criteria from which discussion of factors 
related to language laboratory use can originate. 

7. A study using an attitude questionnaire more sensitive to 
potential differences in language laboratory usage could be carried 


out. 
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENT OF SECONDARY EDUCATION 


THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON 7, CANADA 


Dear Sir or Madam: 


Under my direction, Mrs. Bozena Shanahan is carrying out a 
study of teacher variables as they relate to the use of the audio- 
active-compare language laboratories in Alberta. I should be most 
grateful to you and your staff for any assistance which you might be 


able to offer her in the completion of her research. 


Yougs sincerely, 


Douglas’ V. Parker, 
Associate Professor. 
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Enclosed is a copy of the questionnaire which is to be sent to 
the teachers of French in high schools which have audio-active-compare 
language laboratory installations (sometimes referred to as record- 
playback labs). This questionnaire may not be in its final form as 
some minor changes may have to be made, depending on the feedback re- 


ceived from various jurisdictions. 


Does your school have an audio-active-compare language laboratory? 


yes no 


If your answer is yes, are you willing to have the teacher or 
teachers under your jurisdiction participate in this study? 


yes no 


If you are willing to participate in this study, please indicate 


the number of teachers teaching French in your school. 


Please return this sheet in the envelope provided. Thank you for 


your cooperation. 


NOTE: The name of the school is required on the questionnaire in 
order to keep count of the number of responses received. 
Names of individuals participating in this study will not 
be required. Questionnaires will be sent to the schools 
in care of the principals, who will distribute them to the 
participants. The individual teachers participating in the 
study will mail the questionnaires in addressed, stamped 


envelopes which will be provided by the researcher. 
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15110 - 76 A Avenue 
Edmonton, Alberta 
April 726751072 


As a graduate student in Secondary Education (Second 
Languages) at the University of Alberta, I am carrying out a 
study of teacher variables as they relate to the use of the 
audio-active-compare language laboratories in Alberta high 
schools. Permission to complete the research for this study 


in your school has been granted by your superintendent. 


Enclosed, you will find the questionnaires to be 
completed by the teachers of French. Please distribute these 
questionnaires to all the teachers of French in your school. 


Thank you very much for your assistance. 


Yours sincerely, 


Bozena M. Shanahan 
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 


Your assistance is greatly appreciated in aiding with the following 
study of teacher variables as they relate to the use of the audio-active- 
compare language laboratory in Alberta high schools. 

The purposes of this study are fourfold: 

1) to determine if there is any relationship between the 

attitudes of teachers toward the language laboratory 
and the manner in which they use it, 

2) to determine if there is any relationship between the 

professional preparation of the teachers in the use 
of the language laboratory and the manner in which 
Chey, USe sic. 

3) to determine if there is any relationship between the 

attitudes of teachers toward the language laboratory 


and their professional preparation in its use, and 


4) to determine the nature of future pre-service and 
in-service programs in language laboratory techniques. 


Copies of this questionnaire are being sent to approximately 130 
teachers of French in both rural and urban Alberta high schools which 
have audio-active-compare language laboratory installations. Each 
teacher is asked to complete one questionnaire on the basis of the work 
which has been and is being done in the current school year (1971-72). 
Neither the individuals participating in the study nor the schools in 
which they teach will be associated with any of the findings of this 
study. All responses will be regarded as confidential. 

Please respond as fully as you can. The questionnaire should 


take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Thank you once more for 


your assistance. 


NOTE: The name of the school is requested in order to 
keep count of the number of responses received. 
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Please complete the following questions: 


ig 


Z. 


School 


eee tee Be es ee ee ee ee 
Number of periods per day offered at this school 

Number of periods you teach French 

Number of minutes of preparation time you have per day 

Please indicate by name and grade level all the French courses 
you teach (VIF, Ecouter et Parler, Chez les Rrancdis, .etc,) 


Note: In the case of semester schools, include the French 
courses you taught during the first semester. 


If you teach other courses (subjects) in addition to French, 
list them by name and grade. 


If you have answered question 6, indicate how much of your 
preparation time you devote to the subjects other than French 
by placing a check in the appropriate blank. 


less than 20% 
20-40% 
40-60% 
more than 60% 


Place a check in the appropriate blank: 


ix 


How many years of training have you completed beyond high school 
- as per salary schedule? 


ZWEars 
ouyears 
4 years 
5 years or more 


How many years of experience teaching French did you have at the 
beginning of this school year? 


1 year. 
2-4 years 

5-8 years 

9 years or more 
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How many years have you had access to a language laboratory — 
as a teacher? 


1 year or less 
2-3 years 

4-5 years 

6 years or more 


How many French literature and/or language courses have you 
completed at the university level? 


none 
1 
Z 


3 or more 


How many courses in curriculum and instruction in second language 
teaching have you completed? (for the purposes of this study, a 
half course will be counted as one) 


none 
1 
2 
3 or more 


What training in language laboratory methods and materials have 
you have? (check as many as apply) 


pre-service training (university) 
in-service training 

other (specify) 

none 


What training in audio-visual methods and materials have you had? 
(check as many as apply) 


pre-service training 
in-service training 
other (specify) 

none 


In which of the following activities related to improving your 
knowledge of the French language and/or methodology have you 
participated in the past five years? (check as many as apply) 


summer school and/or evening courses 

institutes and/or workshops 

travel or study in a French-speaking area 

regular reading of professional journals, research reports, 
etc. 

others (specify) 
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The purpose of this part of the questionnaire is to determine 
attitudes toward the language laboratory concept. You are asked 

to rate this concept on a series of descriptive scales. Please 
make your judgements on the basis of what this concept means to you. 
Make your ratings on each of the scales in order. A ine 


Here is how you use the scales: 


If you feel that the concept at the top of the page is very closely 


related to one end of the scale, you should place your check-mark as 


follows: 
clear Vo: : : : : hazy 
ae ene oe ee 
clear ; EE Pepa 


If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the 
other end of the scales (but not extremely), you should place your 
check-mark as follows: 


ee eee 


If you feel that the concept is only slightly related to one side as 

opposed to the other side (but is not really neutral), then you should 

place your check-mark as follows: 
active : : : 


active : : va passive 
If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scales, both sides 
of the scale equally associated with the concept, or if the scale is 
completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept, you should place 
your check-mark in the middle space: 


safe : threatening 


IMPORTANT: 1. Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces. 
2. Be sure you check every scale for each concept — 


DO NOT OMIT ANY. 
3. Never put more than one check-mark on a single scale. 


Sometimes you will feel as though you've had the same item before on 
the scale. This will not be the case, so do not look back and forth 
through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar 
items earlier. MAKE EACH ITEM A SEPARATE AND INDEPENDENT JUDGEMENT. 
Work quickly. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is 
your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about the items that 


are wanted. 
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What are your attitudes toward the language laboratory concept? 


passive 
boring 
relaxed 
complex 
powerful 
helpful 
rewarding 
pleasing 
untimely 
awkward 
safe 
personal 


resting 


lenient 
meaningless 
superficial 


worthless 
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active 
interesting 
tense 
simple 

weak 
unhelpful 
punishing 
annoying 
timely 
graceful 
threatening 
impersonal 
busy 

hazy 

severe 
meaningful 
profound 
valuable 
violent 


uncertain 
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Place a check in the appropriate blanks. Check as many as apply. 
VIF — Voix et Images de France 
A-LS - Audio-Lingual Series or E&P — Ecouter et Parler 


Holt, Rinehart Series comprising 
Ch.Fr. - Chez les Francais 


A-LM - Audio-Lingual Materials 
Note: If you teach Parler et Lire, note it in the Ch.Fr. column. 


1. How do you use the language VIF A-LS A-LM 
laboratory? B Geen) Chen. 


as a regular classroom 
as a practice lab 
for oral testing 


for students who are preparing 
or recording oral compositions == — — aa 


for students who are pursuing 
individual projects ——— — oe pcre 


as an integral part of the class- 
room (lab work is integrated 
with the course 


as a listening room only 


others (please specify) 


2. What techniques of teaching to 
you use in the language lab? 


pronunciation and intonation 
anal a —— eens Peas 


aural drill for the compre- 
hension of the spoken language — —— — vues 


aural drill (repetition of 
phrases) 


memorizing material for 
conversation 


dictation 
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showing of visual materials 


use of reading for cultural 
purposes aa — ae aT 


aural-oral tests and examinations 


aural-oral tests for reading 
comprehension ——— Aer ee oe 


others (please specify) 


What are your objectives in teaching 
French? 


oral proficiency in the language 
reading ability 
writing ability 


comprehension of the spoken 
language SS — — —— 


preparation for the study of 
dicerature —— — — — 


others (please specify) 


How many periods per week do your 
classes usually use the lab? 


one period See Lae aoe es 
two periods aes ae fe ae 
three periods | aoe ris bree ee 
four periods a ana eee —e 
five periods ae a eer: 2 


other arrangements (please specify) 


: — —_——_— 


que if 
‘ } 
Se et ee a ae ” 

’ on 


i] 
i 


snivpowe a! 2vasoatdo teogegad sit 
| ‘done 
rH 
#, 


i 
punKrNL ofS ek ypapto Fong s 
| 2, eal, 


; Tre. at 
iy rus atéas ml 
~ Pwle 

ei 


ie 118 


How many minutes of actual lab VIF A-LS A-LM 
work is done in each period E&P Chern. 
listed in answer 4? 


10 minutes or less 
10-20 minutes 
20-30 minutes 


30 minutes or more 


NOTE: How long are the class periods in your school? 


In general, what proportion of the time your classes spend in the 
language lab is used for student recording? 


less than 20% 
20-40% 
40-60% 
more than 60% 


In general, what proportion of time is your language lab inoperable 
(due to mechanical problems)? 


less than 10% 
10-20% 
20-30% 
more than 30% 


What proportion of your preparation time for French do you devote to 
materials for use in the lab? 


less than 20% 
20-40% 
40-60% 
more than 60% 


Where do you get the materials you use in the lab? (check as many as 
apply) 


prepared by me 
prepared by me in cooperation with my colleagues 
commercially prepared recordings 

recordings prepared by my school district 
recordings made available by the Department of Education 
recordings borrowed or rented from other schools 


others (please specify) 
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10. How helpful is the lab in developing the following skills? 
Please use the following scale: 1 for not helpful 

2 for moderately helpful 

5 for very helpful 


N 


pronunciation and intonation 

oral facility 

aural facility (understanding the spoken language) 
conversation 

cultural understanding 

reading ability 

writing ability 

others (please specify) 


11. Following are some of the problems you may have experienced (or 
are experiencing) in the use of the language lab. Rate them by 
using the following scale: 1 for no problem 

2 for a moderately serious problem 


3 for a very serious problem 


I am not convinced of the effectiveness of the lab as a 
teaching aid. \ 

I find it difficult to try new ideas, procedures and 
techniques. 

I find it difficult to maintain class discipline while 
working at the console. 

I find it difficult to maintain class interest in lab 
practice, 

L.ftind: theslab difficult ,to operate. 

I find the equipment is poorly maintained. 

I find that there are not enough booths to accommodate all 
the students in some of the classes. 

I find the lab schedule awkward. 

I find the lab too far from the classroom resulting in 
much time loss for migration. 

I find I do not have enough time to complete the objectives 
of the course: 

I find the lab materials we have in our school inadequate. 
L find.it.diftticult |to-preparesaural-ordletests. 

I find it difficult to integrate lab work with class work. 
I lack the knowledge in effective lab techniques. 


others (please specify) 
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V. Place a check in the appropriate blank: 


1. Do you feel the language lab causes the quality of your language 
instruction to 
improve 
deteriorate 
remain the same 
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Do you feel the language lab causes your work load to 


increase 
decrease 
__ remain about the same 


Do you feel the language lab 


helps 
hinders 
does not affect the learning of French for the students 


Does your school employ a language lab aide? 
yes (full-time yes (part-time) 
no 

Do you feel the continued use of the language lab is justified? 
yes 


no 


Do you feel pre-service and in-service education especially 
devoted to language lab methods and techniques is vital for 
second language teachers? 


yes 
no 


If you were to attend in-service sessions, workshops, or institutes 
on the use of the language lab, what specific topics would you like 
discussed? 
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Use this space for any additional comments or suggestions regarding 
the use of the language lab. 
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